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#DE
DECLARATIONS

CONSISTENT WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE, COMPENSATION AND LIABILITY ACT, AS AMENDED, AND THE
NATIONAL OIL AND HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES POLLUTION CONTINGENCY PLAN, 40 CFR PART 300, I HAVE DETERMINED THAT THE
SELECTED REMEDY IS PROTECTIVE OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT, ATTAINS FEDERAL AND STATE REQUIREMENTS
THAT ARE APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE FOR THIS SOURCE CONTROL OPERABLE UNIT, AND IS COST-EFFECTIVE. 
FURTHERMORE, THIS REMEDY SATISFIES THE PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT THAT REDUCES TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR VOLUME AS
A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT.  FINALLY, I HAVE DETERMINED THAT THIS REMEDY UTILIZES PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATE
TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE.

THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY HAS BEEN CONSULTED AND AGREES WITH THE SELECTED REMEDY, AS IS DOCUMENTED IN THE
ATTACHED LETTER OF CONCURRENCE.

I HAVE ALSO DETERMINED THAT THE ACTIONS BEING TAKEN AT THE WALDICK SITE ARE APPROPRIATE WHEN BALANCED AGAINST
THE AVAILABILITY OF SUPERFUND MONIES FOR USE AT OTHER SITES.

SEPTEMBER 29, 1987                  CHRISTOPHER J. DAGGETT
  DATE                              REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR.



DECISION SUMMARY

WALDICK AEROSPACE DEVICES

#SLD
SITE DESCRIPTION

THE WALDICK AEROSPACE DEVICES SITE IS AN INACTIVE INDUSTRIAL FACILITY LOCATED AT 2121 HIGHWAY 35 IN THE SEA
GIRT SECTION OF WALL TOWNSHIP, MONMOUTH COUNTY, NEW JERSEY (FIGURE 1).  THE 1.72-ACRE SITE IS BORDERED TO THE
EAST BY ROUTE 35, TO THE SOUTH BY COMMERCIAL PROPERTY, AND TO THE NORTH AND WEST BY UNDEVELOPED WOODLAND
(FIGURE 2).

THE SITE CONSISTS OF THREE BUILDINGS, WHICH STAND NEAR THE NORTHERN, WESTERN, AND SOUTHERN BORDERS, AS SHOWN
IN FIGURE 2.  MOST OF THE INDUSTRIAL OPERATIONS THAT PRODUCED THE CONTAMINATION OCCURRED IN THE MAIN
(SOUTHERN) BUILDING.  BOTH THE MAIN AND AUXILIARY (WESTERN) BUILDINGS BECAME CONTAMINATED IN THE COURSE OF
THESE ACTIVITIES.  THE NORTH BUILDING WAS NOT USED BY THE WALDICK COMPANY AND OPERATED AS A SEPARATE
STOREFRONT, MOST RECENTLY AS A RETAIL PAINT STORE.  THIS BUILDING HAS RECENTLY REOPENED AS A RETAIL STORE FOR
SPRINKLER SYSTEM EQUIPMENT AND IS ISOLATED FROM THE SITE PROPER BY A STOCKADE FENCE.

HIGHWAY 35 IS AN INDUSTRIAL-COMMERCIAL CORRIDOR THAT SEPARATES LARGELY UNDEVELOPED LAND TO THE WEST FROM
DEVELOPED LAND TO THE EAST.  LAND USE WEST OF THE HIGHWAY CONSISTS MAINLY OF WOODLAND, AGRICULTURE, AND
SCATTERED RESIDENTIAL AREAS, ALTHOUGH A 20-UNIT HOUSING DEVELOPMENT IS CURRENTLY PLANNED JUST NORTH OF THE
SITE.

EAST OF THE HIGHWAY, MOST PROPERTIES ARE RESIDENTIAL, WITH SOME WATERWAYS AND RECREATIONAL AREAS.  THE
NEAREST RESIDENCE TO THE SITE IS DOWNGRADIENT AND APPROXIMATELY ONE-QUARTER MILE AWAY, AND THE FEW
RESIDENTIAL WELLS PRESENT IN THIS AREA ARE LOCATED OUT-OF-DOORS AND ARE USED FOR IRRIGATION.  THE NEAREST
DRINKING WATER WELL IS ON A RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY APPROXIMATELY THREE-EIGHTHS OF A MILE UPGRADIENT OF THE
SITE.  FIGURE 3 SHOWS THE COMMERCIAL BUILDINGS AND RESIDENTIAL STREETS DOWNGRADIENT OF THE SITE.

TWO AQUIFERS EXIST BENEATH THE SITE, SEPARATED BY A CLAY LAYER TEN FEET THICK.  THIS LAYER OCCURS BETWEEN 35
AND 45 FEET BELOW GRADE AND, BEING SOMEWHAT PERMEABLE, ALLOWS A HYDRAULIC CONNECTION BETWEEN THE TWO
AQUIFERS.  HANNABRAND BROOK, SHOWN IN FIGURE 3, FLOWS APPROXIMATELY 900 FEET SOUTH OF THE SITE.  IT MERGES
WITH A SMALLER STREAM NORTHEAST OF THE SITE AND FLOWS EASTWARD INTO WRECK POND, WHICH DRAINS INTO THE
ATLANTIC OCEAN.  THESE WATER BODIES ARE USED RECREATIONALLY FOR SWIMMING AND FISHING.  BOTH GROUND WATER AND
SURFACE RUNOFF FLOW GENERALLY TO THE SOUTHEAST IN THIS AREA.

#SH
SITE HISTORY

ORIGIN OF PROBLEM

THE EARLY HISTORY OF THE WALDICK SITE IS SUMMARIZED IN TABLE 1.  THE WALDICK AEROSPACE SITE WAS ORIGINALLY
PURCHASED AND DEVELOPED IN THE MID-1950'S BY MR. WARREN DEMONTMORENCY.  THE DESIGNATED OWNER OF THE SITE
SINCE 1979 IS KDD REALTY CORPORATION, OF WHICH MR. DEMONTMORENCY IS PRESIDENT.  FOR APPROXIMATELY 25 YEARS,
THE MAIN AND AUXILIARY BUILDINGS WERE USED PRIMARILY FOR STORAGE AND HANDLING OF PLUMBING SUPPLIES, AS WELL
AS FOR OFFICE SPACE.  FOR SEVERAL YEARS IN THE LATE 1960'S, HOWEVER, THE BUILDINGS WERE LEASED TO THE
AMERICAN FILTER PRESS COMPANY, WHICH MANUFACTURED WOODEN FILTERS FOR THE DYE INDUSTRY.

IN 1979, THE PROPERTY WAS LEASED TO WALDICK AEROSPACE DEVICES, INC.  THIS FIRM MANUFACTURED AND ELECTROPLATED
QUICK-RELEASE PINS FOR THE AEROSPACE INDUSTRY FOR FIVE TO SIX YEARS.  FOR AT LEAST THE FIRST THREE YEARS OF
OPERATIONS, WASTE WATER CONTAINING HEAVY METALS AND ORGANIC SOLVENTS WAS DISCHARGED DIRECTLY ONTO THE GROUND
ON EITHER SIDE OF THE SOUTHERN CORNER OF THE MAIN BUILDING.  IN ADDITION, USED MACHINE OIL WAS ALLOWED TO
DRAIN OUT OF PERFORATED DRUMS ONTO THE GROUND AT THE REAR (WESTERN SIDE) OF THE MAIN BUILDING.

INITIAL ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS AND SUBSEQUENT REMEDIAL MEASURES



BASED ON A REFERRAL FROM A FORMER WALDICK EMPLOYEE, THE NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
(NJDEP), THE MONMOUTH COUNTY DIVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE (MCDCJ), AND THE MONMOUTH COUNTY BOARD OF HEALTH
(MCBH) CONDUCTED AN INITIAL INSPECTION OF THE FACILITY IN JUNE 1982.  THIS INSPECTION REVEALED THAT A SERIES
OF DEGREASING, DIP, RINSE, AND PLATING TANKS, ALONG WITH A POLISHING MACHINE, WERE DISCHARGING WASTEWATER
THROUGH POLYVINYL CHLORIDE (PVC) PIPES DIRECTLY ONTO THE GROUND AROUND THE MAIN BUILDING.  THE RUNOFF FROM
THIS EFFLUENT SOMETIMES FLOWED ACROSS THE FRONT LAWN AND ONTO THE ADJACENT PROPERTY.  SOILS AT THE REAR
(WESTERN SIDE) OF THE PLANT, IN AN AREA APPROXIMATELY 30 FEET BY 70 FEET, APPEARED TO BE SATURATED WITH OIL. 
STRONG ORGANIC ODORS WERE NOTED AND 30 TO 40 DRUMS WERE SCATTERED THROUGHOUT THIS AREA.  A 2,000-GALLON
STORAGE TANK WAS ALSO LOCATED ABOVE THE GROUND BEHIND THE PLANT.

IN OCTOBER 1982, NJDEP SENT A LETTER TO WALDICK AEROSPACE DEVICES, INC. TO DEMAND CLEANUP OF THE SITE.  IN
JANUARY 1983, THE COMPANY IMPLEMENTED SOME REMEDIAL MEASURES UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF NJDEP, INCLUDING
INSTALLATION OF FOUR ON-SITE MONITORING WELLS TO ASSESS THE IMPACT ON GROUND WATER RESOURCES.  SUBSEQUENT
SOIL AND GROUND WATER SAMPLING CONDUCTED IN FEBRUARY AND MARCH 1983 INDICATED CONTAMINATION OF BOTH THE SOIL
AND GROUND WATER BY HEAVY METALS AND ORGANIC COMPOUNDS.

ON JUNE 16 AND 17, 1983, 40 CUBIC FEET OF SOIL WERE EXCAVATED FROM THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF THE BUILDING,
WHERE NJDEP HAD PREVIOUSLY OBSERVED WASTE WATER DISCHARGING FROM THE SINK DRAINS.  IN ADDITION, TWO FEET OF
TOPSOIL WERE REMOVED FROM THE VISIBLY CONTAMINATED AREA BEHIND THE BUILDING.  ALL EXCAVATED MATERIAL,
COMPRISING APPROXIMATELY 80 CUBIC FEET, WAS STOCKPILED ON A POLYETHYLENE MEMBRANE ON THE NORTHEAST SIDE OF
THE BUILDING PENDING REMOVAL TO AN APPROVED DISPOSAL FACILITY.  THE SOIL WAS FINALLY REMOVED FOR OFF-SITE
DISPOSAL IN SEPTEMBER 1984.

THAT SAME MONTH, NJDEP DRAFTED AN ADMINISTRATIVE CONSENT ORDER AND A NOTICE OF CIVIL ADMINISTRATIVE PENALTY
ASSESSMENT FOR THE WALDICK COMPANY.  DUE TO A PENDING MONMOUTH COUNTY GRAND JURY ACTION ON THE CASE, HOWEVER,
FURTHER ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES WERE DEFERRED.

IN MARCH 1984, WALDICK AEROSPACE DEVICES, INC. AND ITS SISTER COMPANY, KLS INDUSTRIES (THE RESPONSIBLE
PARTIES FOR THE SITE), WERE PROSECUTED IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF NEW JERSEY, CRIMINAL LAW DIVISION OF MONMOUTH
COUNTY, FOR CRIMINAL VIOLATION OF STATE AND FEDERAL ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS.  BOTH WALDICK AEROSPACE DEVICES AND
KLS INDUSTRIES WERE INCORPORATED IN OCTOBER 1978 AND ARE OWNED BY THE SAME INDIVIDUALS.  AS A RESULT OF THIS
LITIGATION, BOTH CORPORATIONS WERE PLACED ON PROBATION FOR A PERIOD OF THREE YEARS AND ORDERED TO PAY ALL
FINANCIAL OBLIGATIONS RENDERED BY THE COURT, INCLUDING RESTITUTION TO MONMOUTH COUNTY FOR INVESTIGATIVE
EXPENSES.  KLS INDUSTRIES, NAMED AS THE SOLE DEFENDANT IN SUBSEQUENT LEGAL ACTIONS, WAS ORDERED TO CLEAN UP
THE SITE IN AN ENVIRONMENTALLY APPROPRIATE MANNER BY SEPTEMBER 1, 1984, UNDER THE SUPERVISION OF THE MCBH.

ON JULY 20, 1984, KLS AGAIN APPEARED BEFORE THE COURT FOR SENTENCING ON A VIOLATION OF PROBATION BASED ON
FAILURE TO PAY THE COURT-ORDERED FINANCIAL OBLIGATIONS AND FAILURE TO CLEAN UP THE SITE.  KLS SUBSEQUENTLY
PAID THE FINE AND COURT COSTS AND PROBATION WAS CONTINUED.  APPEARING BEFORE THE COURT AGAIN ON SEPTEMBER 21,
1984, KLS WAS GRANTED AN ADDITIONAL 45 DAYS (UNTIL OCTOBER 16, 1984) TO CLEAN UP THE SITE.

IN OCTOBER 1984, THE MCBH INSPECTED THE SITE AND NOTED THAT THE PILE OF EXCAVATED MATERIAL AND DRUMS HAD BEEN
REMOVED FROM THE PROPERTY.  NEVERTHELESS, SAMPLES FROM THE FOUR MONITORING WELLS INDICATED THAT THE LEVELS OF
CADMIUM IN THE GROUND WATER BELOW THE AREAS WHERE THE ILLEGAL DISCHARGES WERE OBSERVED WERE SIGNIFICANTLY
GREATER THAN THE NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER STANDARD (NPDWS) OF 0.01 PARTS PER MILLION (PPM).
  
IN ADDITION, A COMPARISON OF GROUND WATER QUALITY TAKEN BY NJDEP IN FEBRUARY 1983 AND MCBH IN OCTOBER 1984
INDICATED INCREASED GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION OVER TIME, AS SHOWN IN THE FOLLOWING TABLE:  (SEE TABLE 2).

BASED ON THESE RESULTS, MCBH RECOMMENDED ADDITIONAL DOWNGRADIENT EXCAVATION AND ANOTHER ROUND OF SOIL SAMPLES
TO DETERMINE THE ADEQUACY OF EARLIER EXCAVATION EFFORTS.  SOON AFTER, ON JANUARY 9, 1985, MCBH PERSONNEL
VISITED THE SITE AND FOUND IT VACANT.  THE ATTORNEY FOR KLS INDUSTRIES SUBSEQUENTLY INFORMED MCBH THAT THE
COMPANY HAD RELOCATED BUT HAD NOT ABANDONED THE SITE.  MEANWHILE, THE MONMOUTH COUNTY PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE
TOOK ADDITIONAL LEGAL ACTION AGAINST KLS INDUSTRIES AND SET DEADLINES FOR THE CLEANUP OF THE SITE BY KLS OR
ITS CONTRACTOR, INCLUDING PREPARATION AND SUBMITTAL OF A WRITTEN PLAN OF ACTION.  AS OF THIS WRITING,
HOWEVER, NO DOCUMENTS HAVE BEEN SUBMITTED BY KLS, NOR HAS ANY FURTHER REMEDIAL ACTION BEEN TAKEN BY THE
COMPANY.



REMEDIAL ACTIONS BY EPA

THE U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) PERFORMS REMEDIAL ACTIONS AT TOXIC WASTE SITES IN ACCORDANCE
WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE, COMPENSATION, AND LIABILITY ACT (CERCLA) OF 1980, WHICH WAS
AMENDED BY THE SUPERFUND AMENDMENTS AND REAUTHORIZATION ACT (SARA) OF 1986.  THESE ACTIONS ARE CONDUCTED IN
THREE MAJOR PHASES.  FIRST, A REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) IS DONE TO DETERMINE THE
NATURE AND EXTENT OF THE CONTAMINATION PRESENT AT THE SITE, AND TO DEVELOP AND EVALUATE A RANGE OF REMEDIAL
ACTION ALTERNATIVES TO DEAL WITH THAT CONTAMINATION.  AFTER THE RI/FS IS COMPLETE AND A RECORD OF DECISION IS
WRITTEN TO DOCUMENT THE REMEDY SELECTED, THE REMEDIAL DESIGN (RD) PHASE BEGINS, FOLLOWED BY THE REMEDIAL
ACTION (RA), DURING WHICH THE DESIGN IS ACTUALLY CONSTRUCTED.  IN ADDITION TO THESE SCHEDULED ACTIVITIES, AN
EMERGENCY ACTION MAY BE TAKEN AT ANY TIME TO ADDRESS ACUTE HAZARDS POSED BY THE SITE.

THE WALDICK AEROSPACE DEVICES SITE WAS PROPOSED FOR INCLUSION ON THE NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST (NPL) IN
OCTOBER 1984 AND GIVEN FINAL APPROVAL IN JUNE 1986, THUS MAKING IT ELIGIBLE FOR CERCLA FUNDING.  THE EPA
ASSUMED PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE REMEDIATION OF THE SITE AND SIGNED A SUPERFUND CONTRACT WITH THE NJDEP
TO ESTABLISH AGENCY ROLES AND FINANCIAL CONTRIBUTIONS.

REMOVAL ACTIONS

IN JANUARY 1986, A DETAILED INVESTIGATION OF THE ON-SITE BUILDINGS AND THEIR CONTENTS REVEALED A CONTAINER OF
CYANIDE IN THE AUXILIARY BUILDING, AS WELL AS A WIDE RANGE OF CHEMICALS IN POORLY SEALED OR UNSEALED
CONTAINERS.  SOME OF THESE CHEMICALS WERE INCOMPATIBLE COMPOUNDS STORED IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO ONE ANOTHER.

IN A SUCCESSION OF SUBSEQUENT SITE VISITS, EPA AND ITS CONTRACTOR INVENTORIED ALL MATERIALS PRESENT IN AND
AROUND THE TWO BUILDINGS, TESTED THESE MATERIALS FOR COMPOSITION AND COMPATIBILITY, SEPARATED OR BULKED THE
MATERIALS AS APPROPRIATE, AND REPACKED THEM OR OVERPACKED THE ORIGINAL CONTAINERS.  ALL MATERIALS WERE TAKEN
OFF-SITE TO A WASTE BROKER FOR TEMPORARY STORAGE AT A PRIVATE FACILITY PENDING PROPER ULTIMATE DISPOSAL.

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NATIONAL OIL AND HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE POLLUTION CONTINGENCY PLAN (NCP), EPA CONDUCTED A
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) FOR THE WALDICK SITE.  PRELIMINARY SAMPLING ON AND
AROUND THE WALDICK SITE WAS PERFORMED DURING MAY AND JUNE OF 1985.  THE FIELD WORK FOR THE RI OFFICIALLY
BEGAN IN NOVEMBER 1985 AND WAS COMPLETED IN SEPTEMBER 1986.  MAJOR CONTAMINANTS IN THE SOIL AROUND THE MAIN
BUILDING ARE LISTED IN TABLE 3, WHICH INCLUDES DATA FROM THE TWO ROUNDS OF SAMPLING CONDUCTED IN JUNE AND
NOVEMBER 1985.

THE RI RESULTS DOCUMENTED THE EXISTENCE OF THREE SOURCES OF CONTAMINATION IN THE SOILS ALONG THE WEST, SOUTH,
AND EAST SIDES OF THE MAIN BUILDING.  THE WESTERN SOIL AREA IS CONTAMINATED MAINLY WITH VOLATILE ORGANIC
COMPOUNDS (VOCS) AND PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS (PHCS).  THE SOUTHERN AND EASTERN AREAS CONTAIN HIGH LEVELS OF
CADMIUM AND CHROMIUM, AS WELL AS VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS AND PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS.

IN ADDITION TO THE SOILS, THE INTERIORS OF THE TWO BUILDINGS OCCUPIED BY THE WALDICK COMPANY CONSTITUTED TWO
ADDITIONAL CONTAMINATION SOURCES.  A WIDE RANGE OF COMPOUNDS WERE FOUND IN EACH BUILDING, ALTHOUGH THE TYPES
OF COMPOUNDS IDENTIFIED VARIED CONSIDERABLY BETWEEN THE TWO BUILDINGS.

ALTHOUGH A CLAY LAYER SEPARATES THE UPPER AND LOWER AQUIFERS BENEATH THE SITE, A HYDRAULIC CONNECTION APPEARS
TO EXIST BETWEEN THEM.  HOWEVER, NEITHER THE HORIZONTAL NOR THE VERTICAL EXTENT OF THE CONTAMINANT PLUME
COULD BE DETERMINED FROM THE DATA COLLECTED DURING THE RI.  SIMILARLY, HANNABRAND BROOK SHOWED SOME
CONTAMINATION IN BOTH WATER AND SEDIMENT SAMPLES BY A WIDE RANGE OF ORGANIC AND INORGANIC COMPOUNDS, BUT
AGAIN, THE ACTUAL PATHWAYS ARE NOT CLEAR.

THE RESULTS OF THE RI REVEALED THAT, ALTHOUGH ALL CONTAMINATED MEDIA WERE STUDIED, ONLY TWO -- SOILS AND
BUILDINGS -- HAD BEEN CHARACTERIZED SUFFICIENTLY TO PROCEED WITH THE FEASIBILITY STUDY TO DEVELOP AND
EVALUATE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR THE SITE.  ACCORDINGLY, IT WAS DECIDED TO ADDRESS THE SOURCES OF ON-SITE
CONTAMINATION AS THE FIRST OPERABLE UNIT FOR THE WALDICK SITE.  THE GROUND WATER, SURFACE WATER, AND STREAM
SEDIMENTS WILL BE CHARACTERIZED MORE FULLY IN A SEPARATE RI/FS.  THIS DOCUMENT, AS A RESULT, WILL FOCUS ON



THE CONTAMINATION PRESENT IN THE BUILDINGS AND SURROUNDING SOILS.  THE DATA COLLECTED TO DATE INDICATE THAT
NO IMMEDIATE RISKS CURRENTLY EXIST INVOLVING GROUND WATER OR SURFACE WATER EXPOSURE PATHWAYS, ESPECIALLY
SINCE THE USE OF GROUND WATER DOWNGRADIENT OF THE SITE IS LIMITED TO A FEW RESIDENTIAL IRRIGATION WELLS.

AS DESCRIBED IN THE RI REPORT, SIX INDICATOR CHEMICALS WERE IDENTIFIED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE SUPERFUND
PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION MANUAL.  THIS LIST WAS MODIFIED FOR USE AS A SCREENING TOOL ON ALL FUTURE SOIL
SAMPLES COLLECTED DURING THE RI.  THE MODIFIED LIST COMPRISED TETRACHLOROETHENE (PCE), TRICHLOROETHENE (TCE),
PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS (PHCS), HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES LIST (HSL) METALS, AND CYANIDE.  (NOTE:  THE HSL IS NOW
REFERRED TO AS THE TCL, OR TARGET COMPOUND LIST.).

CONTAMINANT PATHWAYS

OVERLAND FLOW WAS A MAJOR PATHWAY WHILE THE WALDICK COMPANY WAS IN BUSINESS AND MAY STILL BE SIGNIFICANT.  IN
ADDITION, SINCE THE SOILS AT THE WALDICK SITE ARE RELATIVELY PERMEABLE, INFILTRATION OF PRECIPITATION IS
HIGH.  HOWEVER, EXCAVATION AND BACKFILLING OF TWO OF THE THREE PRIMARY AREAS OF SOIL CONTAMINATION HAVE
REDUCED THE POTENTIAL FOR ENTRAINMENT OF CONTAMINANTS AT OR NEAR THE SURFACE.

BASED ON GROUND-WATER FLOW DATA, THE COHANSEY SAND AQUIFER, WHICH UNDERLIES THE WALDICK SITE, FLOWS TO THE
SOUTHEAST AND AT LEAST PARTIALLY DISCHARGES INTO HANNABRAND BROOK.  HOWEVER, SOME CONTAMINANTS MAY BE CARRIED
BEYOND THE BROOK.  DOWNGRADIENT DOMESTIC WELLS THAT DRAW WATER FROM THIS AQUIFER COULD THUS BE AFFECTED BY
SUCH CONTAMINATION.  BASED ON THE WELL CONSTRUCTION DATA, HOWEVER, NO DOWNGRADIENT RESIDENTIAL WELLS EXIST
WITHIN ONE-HALF MILE OF THE SITE THAT USE THE COHANSEY AQUIFER AS A SOURCE OF DRINKING WATER.  A FEW
IRRIGATION WELLS ARE KNOWN TO EXIST ON RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES.  THE NORTHERNMOST OF THESE WELLS, HOWEVER,
GAVE NO INDICATION THAT THE CONTAMINANT PLUME HAD EXTENDED THAT FAR DOWNGRADIENT AND TRAVERSED THE BROOK.

THE SURROUNDING COMMUNITY COULD BE EXPOSED TO THIS CONTAMINATION BY DERMAL CONTACT, WITH OR WITHOUT
INHALATION OR INGESTION OF THE CHEMICALS.  THE IMPORTANCE OF THIS ROUTE DEPENDS ON SITE CHARACTERISTICS AND
USES.  CURRENTLY, FOR EXAMPLE, THE NORTH BUILDING, WHICH HAS NOT BEEN IMPLICATED AS A SOURCE OF
CONTAMINATION, IS NOW IN USE AS A RETAIL OUTLET FOR PLUMBING SUPPLIES.  HOWEVER, THIS OPERATION IS ISOLATED
FROM THE REST OF THE SITE BY STOCKADE FENCING, AND THE TWO WALDICK BUILDINGS REMAIN VACANT.

THE SITE IS PARTIALLY FENCED AND HAS A PADLOCKED GATE AT THE ENTRANCE.  ADDITIONAL STOCKADE FENCING WAS
INSTALLED TO ISOLATE THE NORTH BUILDING FROM THE TWO WALDICK BUILDINGS PRIOR TO ITS BEING UTILIZED AS A
RETAIL STORE FOR SPRINKLER SYSTEM COMPONENTS.  NO ADDITIONAL ACCESS CONTROL MEASURES HAVE BEEN INSTALLED FOR
THE NORTHERN AND SOUTHERN PERIMETERS OF THE SITE.  HOWEVER, TREES AND OTHER VEGETATION DISCOURAGE ACCESS TO
THE UNFENCED AREAS.  ESTIMATION OF EXPOSURE TO THE SURROUNDING POPULATION IS DISCUSSED IN THE PUBLIC HEALTH
EVALUATION SECTION OF THE RI REPORT.

#ENF
ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

SEVEN POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES (PRPS) WERE IDENTIFIED FOR THE WALDICK SITE.  ALL OF THE PRPS WERE
NOTIFIED IN WRITING AND GIVEN THE OPPORTUNITY TO PERFORM THE RI/FS UNDER EPA SUPERVISION.  HOWEVER, NONE OF
THEM ELECTED TO UNDERTAKE REMEDIATION OF THE SITE.  THE 30-DAY PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ENDED ON AUGUST 9, 1987
AND NOTICE LETTERS WERE SENT OUT THE FOLLOWING MONTH TO THE PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED PRPS.  THESE LETTERS
INCLUDED AN UPDATE ON THE STATUS OF THE SITE AND GAVE THE PRPS ANOTHER OPPORTUNITY TO BECOME INVOLVED -- THIS
TIME, TO PERFORM THE REMEDIAL DESIGN AND REMEDIAL CONSTRUCTION.  TO DATE, HOWEVER, NONE OF THE PRPS HAVE
CHOSEN TO BECOME INVOLVED IN ANY REMEDIAL ACTIVITIES.

#CR
COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES

A COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN FOR THE WALDICK SITE WAS APPROVED ON OCTOBER 18, 1985.  THIS DOCUMENT LISTS
CONTACTS AND INTERESTED PARTIES THROUGHOUT GOVERNMENT AND THE LOCAL COMMUNITY.  IT ALSO ESTABLISHES
COMMUNICATION PATHWAYS TO ENSURE TIMELY DISSEMINATION OF PERTINENT INFORMATION.

EPA PRESENTED THE WORK PLAN FOR THE RI/FS AT A PUBLIC MEETING HELD DECEMBER 11, 1985.  IN ADDITION, THE



OBTAINING OF ACCESS AGREEMENTS FROM THE OWNERS AND TENANTS OF THE VARIOUS PROPERTIES AROUND THE SITE INVOLVED
NUMEROUS INFORMAL MEETINGS WITH EPA, THE PURPOSES OF WHICH WERE TO INFORM THE PUBLIC OF THE SITE'S HISTORY,
ITS CURRENT STATUS, AND THE SUPERFUND PROGRAM.

THROUGHOUT THE RI PHASE, EPA WORKED CLOSELY WITH LOCAL OFFICIALS, RESIDENTS, AND BUSINESSPEOPLE TO RESOLVE
INCIDENTAL PROBLEMS INVOLVING FIELD WORK AND NORMAL BUSINESS ACTIVITIES AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT.

THE RI/FS REPORTS WERE SENT TO THE THREE LOCAL INFORMATION REPOSITORIES TO INITIATE THE PUBLIC COMMENT
PERIOD, WHICH EXTENDED FROM JULY 9 TO AUGUST 9, 1987.  A PUBLIC MEETING WAS HELD ON JULY 23, 1987 TO PRESENT
THE RESULTS OF THE RI/FS, ALONG WITH THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE FOR THE SITE, WHICH WAS DEVELOPED BY EPA AND
NJDEP.

DESCRIPTION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

THIS SECTION DESCRIBES THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES THAT WERE DEVELOPED, USING SUITABLE TECHNOLOGIES, TO MEET
THE OBJECTIVES OF THE NATIONAL OIL AND HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES POLLUTION CONTINGENCY PLAN (NCP).  THESE
ALTERNATIVES WERE DEVELOPED BY SCREENING A WIDE RANGE OF TECHNOLOGIES FOR THEIR APPLICABILITY TO
SITE-SPECIFIC CONDITIONS AND EVALUATING THEM FOR EFFECTIVENESS, IMPLEMENTABILITY, AND COST.

TO ENSURE THAT ALL ASPECTS OF THE SITE WERE ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED, THE CONTAMINATED SOILS WERE DIVIDED INTO
TWO DISCRETE AREAS ACCORDING TO THE PRESENCE OR ABSENCE OF HEAVY METALS.  ALTHOUGH BOTH AREAS CONTAIN
VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (VOCS) AND PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS (PHCS), THE SOILS AT THE FRONT AND SOUTH SIDE OF
THE MAIN BUILDING ALSO HAVE HIGH LEVELS OF CADMIUM AND CHROMIUM.  THESE AREAS ARE IDENTIFIED AS AREA 1 (5,500
CUBIC YARDS, OR CY) AND AREA 2 (2,500 CY), RESPECTIVELY.  FIGURE 4 SHOWS THE RELATIVE LOCATIONS AND EXTENTS
OF THESE TWO AREAS.  NOTE THAT AREA 1 INCLUDES SOILS BENEATH THE MAIN BUILDING, AS WELL AS BEHIND IT.

IN GENERAL, APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS) ARE PROMULGATED TO ADDRESS A SPECIFIC
CONTAMINANT (SUCH AS CADMIUM), LOCATION (SUCH AS A WETLAND), OR ACTION (SUCH AS INCINERATION). 
CONTAMINANT-SPECIFIC ARARS CAN BE APPLIED TO THE RI RESULTS, BEFORE ANY REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES ARE DEVELOPED. 
HOWEVER, NO FEDERAL OR STATE ARARS HAVE YET BEEN ESTABLISHED FOR SOILS.  AS SUCH, THE STANDARDS APPLIED TO
THE SOIL ON THE WALDICK SITE ARE CLEANUP OBJECTIVES (COS) DEVELOPED BY THE NJDEP.  THE INDICATOR CHEMICALS
IDENTIFIED FOR THE SITE ARE COVERED BY THE FOLLOWING COS:  1 PART PER MILLION (PPM) FOR TOTAL VOLATILE
ORGANICS (INCLUDES PCE AND TCE), 100 PPM FOR TOTAL PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS, 3 PPM FOR CADMIUM, AND 100 PPM FOR
TOTAL CHROMIUM.

A COMPREHENSIVE LIST OF CANDIDATE REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES WAS COMPILED TO CHARACTERIZE EACH TECHNOLOGY AND
DETERMINE ITS APPLICABILITY TO THE WALDICK SITE.  THE ORIGINAL LIST IS INCLUDED AS TABLE 4 AND PROVIDES BRIEF
RATIONALES AS TO WHY SOME OF THE TECHNOLOGIES WERE EXCLUDED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION.

THE TECHNOLOGIES THAT WERE RETAINED AFTER THE PRELIMINARY SCREENING PROCESS WERE ASSEMBLED IN VARIOUS
COMBINATIONS TO FORM SIX GENERAL ALTERNATIVES FOR REMEDIAL ACTION.  THESE TECHNOLOGIES FALL INTO SEVEN
GROUPS:  NO ACTION, ON-SITE SOURCE CONTROL AND CONTAINMENT, IN-SITU TREATMENT, ON-SITE TREATMENT, OFF-SITE
TREATMENT, ON-SITE DISPOSAL, AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL.

TABLE 5 LISTS THE PRESENT-WORTH ESTIMATES FOR EIGHT DIFFERENT ALTERNATIVES:  THE ORIGINAL SIX OPTIONS,
INCLUDING TWO VARIATIONS FOR ALTERNATIVE 1, PLUS A MODIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVE 5.  THE COMPONENTS OF EACH
ALTERNATIVE ARE PRESENTED BELOW.

ALTERNATIVE 1A:  NO ACTION

UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE, THE CONTAMINATED SOILS OF BOTH AREA 1 AND AREA 2 WOULD BE LEFT IN PLACE UNTREATED AND
THE SITE WOULD REMAIN IN ITS PRESENT CONDITION.  NO REMEDIAL MEASURES WOULD BE IMPLEMENTED TO CONTROL FURTHER
MIGRATION OF CONTAMINANTS.  IF THIS APPROACH WERE TAKEN, FURTHER GROUND WATER AND SURFACE WATER DEGRADATION
WOULD BE ANTICIPATED AND DERMAL CONTACT WITH THE WASTES WOULD STILL IMPOSE SUBSTANTIAL RISKS.

ALTERNATIVE 1B:  LIMITED ACTION



UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE, THE CONTAMINATED SOILS OF AREAS 1 AND 2 WOULD BE LEFT IN PLACE WITHOUT TREATMENT. 
HOWEVER, ACCESS TO THESE AREAS WOULD BE PREVENTED BY INSTALLING ADDITIONAL CHAIN-LINK FENCE TO SECURE THE
SITE COMPLETELY.  IN ADDITION, WELL AND DEED RESTRICTIONS WOULD BE IMPLEMENTED TO PREVENT THE USE OF WATER
FROM EITHER THE COHANSEY OR THE KIRKWOOD AQUIFER.  FINALLY, A COMPREHENSIVE GROUND-WATER SAMPLING PROGRAM
WOULD ENTAIL INSTALLATION OF TEN ADDITIONAL WELLS, TO MONITOR THE EFFECT OF THE SOURCE CONTAMINATION ON LOCAL
GROUND WATER QUALITY AND TRACK THE MOVEMENT OF THE CONTAMINANT PLUME IN EACH AQUIFER.  UNDER CURRENT
CONDITIONS, CONTAMINANT MOVEMENT AND DISPERSION SHOULD CONTINUE TO FOLLOW THE PATH OF NATURAL GROUND WATER
FLOW, WHICH MAY SIGNIFICANTLY IMPACT WATER QUALITY SOUTHEAST OF THE SITE.

TO MINIMIZE POTENTIAL HUMAN CONTACT WITH CONTAMINATED WATER, NO NEW OR EXISTING WATER SUPPLY WELLS WOULD BE
ALLOWED WITHIN A SPECIFIED AREA THAT WOULD COMPLETELY SURROUND THE CONTAMINANT PLUME.  IF MONITORING
INDICATED THAT CONTAMINANTS WERE MIGRATING BEYOND THE ORIGINAL BOUNDARIES DELINEATED FOR THIS AREA, THE
EXTENT WOULD BE INCREASED ACCORDINGLY.

THE THREE MAJOR ELEMENTS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE -- ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING, IMPROVED SITE SECURITY, AND WELL
AND DEED RESTRICTIONS -- ARE INCORPORATED INTO EACH OF THE REMAINING ALTERNATIVES.  ACCORDINGLY, THE
FOLLOWING DISCUSSIONS WILL FOCUS ON THOSE ELEMENTS THAT DIRECTLY ADDRESS THE ON-SITE CONTAMINATION.

ALTERNATIVE 2:  CONTAINMENT OF CONTAMINATED SOIL

THE OBJECTIVE OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS TO PREVENT THE FURTHER SPREAD OF CONTAMINATION FROM THE SOIL INTO THE
GROUND WATER BELOW THE WALDICK SITE BY INSTALLING A SLURRY WALL AROUND THE MAIN BUILDING AND THE ADJACENT
SOILS.  A SYSTEM OF SUBSURFACE DRAINS WOULD BE INSTALLED BENEATH THE WALL TO PREVENT UPGRADIENT GROUND WATER
FROM COMING INTO CONTACT WITH THE CONTAMINATED SOIL, SHOULD EXTREME FLUCTUATIONS IN GROUND WATER LEVELS
OCCUR.  AN IMPERMEABLE CAP WOULD THEN BE PLACED OVER THE ENCLOSED AREA TO PREVENT RAINWATER  INFILTRATION. 
THE GROUND WATER COLLECTED BY THE DRAIN SYSTEM WOULD BE STORED TEMPORARILY ON-SITE BEFORE BEING TRANSPORTED
TO AN OFF-SITE TREATMENT FACILITY, WHICH WOULD BE BUILT AND OPERATED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE RESOURCE
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT (RCRA).

NOTE THAT THIS AND EVERY OTHER ACTION-BASED ALTERNATIVE INCORPORATES APPROPRIATE REMEDIATION OF THE TWO
ON-SITE BUILDINGS.

ALTERNATIVE 3:  IN-SITU AIR STRIPPING OF AREA 1 AND EXCAVATION AND ON-SITE VITRIFICATION OF AREA 2

UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE, CONTAMINATED SOILS IN AREA 1 WOULD BE TREATED IN-SITU BY AIR STRIPPING, WHILE SOILS
IN AREA 2 WOULD BE EXCAVATED AND TREATED BY VITRIFICATION.  THE SOIL BENEATH AND BEHIND THE MAIN BUILDING
(AREA 1) WOULD BE AIR-STRIPPED TO REMOVE VOLATILE ORGANICS.  THIS PROCESS CONSISTS OF INJECTING HEATED AIR
INTO THE AREA OF CONTAMINATION, COLLECTING EMISSIONS IN AN OFF-GAS HOOD, AND REMOVING VOLATILE CONSTITUENTS
FROM THE OFF-GASES BY VAPOR-PHASE CARBON ADSORPTION.  WHEN SATURATED, CARBON ADSORPTION UNITS WILL BE
TRANSPORTED TO AN APPROVED HANDLING FACILITY FOR REGENERATION OR DISPOSAL, AS APPROPRIATE.

THE CONTAMINATED MATERIAL ADJACENT TO THE MAIN BUILDING IN AREA 2 WOULD BE EXCAVATED AND VITRIFIED TO
IMMOBILIZE THE INORGANIC CONTAMINANTS.  VITRIFICATION INVOLVES INSERTING ELECTRODES INTO THE SOIL AND
APPLYING HEAT UNTIL THE SOIL MELTS, WHICH THEN COOLS INTO A GLASSLIKE, IMPERMEABLE MASS.  THE HEATING OF THE
CONTAMINATED SOILS WILL DRIVE OFF THE VOLATILE ORGANICS, WHICH WILL BE COLLECTED BY A SPECIAL HOOD.  BECAUSE
OF THE EXTREMELY HIGH TEMPERATURES GENERATED BY THE VITRIFICATION PROCESS, THE SOILS TO BE TREATED MUST BE
EXCAVATED AND RELOCATED TO THE CENTER OF THE SITE TO AVOID DAMAGING THE BUILDING FOUNDATIONS.

ALTERNATIVE 4:  IN-SITU AIR STRIPPING OF AREA 1 AND EXCAVATION AND ON-SITE INCINERATION OF AREA 2

THIS ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES THE TREATMENT OF VOLATILE ORGANICS IN AREA 1 BY AIR STRIPPING, AS IN ALTERNATIVE 3,
AND THE TREATMENT OF VOLATILE ORGANICS AND OTHER CONTAMINANTS IN AREA 2 BY INCINERATION IN AN ON-SITE
FACILITY.  AREA 2 SOILS, WHICH ARE CONTAMINATED BY HEAVY METALS AS WELL AS VOLATILE ORGANICS AND PETROLEUM
HYDROCARBONS, ARE MORE DIFFICULT TO TREAT EFFECTIVELY.  CURRENTLY, NO DEMONSTRATED TECHNOLOGIES EXIST TO
REMOVE METALS EFFECTIVELY FROM CONTAMINATED SOILS UNDER THE CONDITIONS FOUND.



#AE
EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

PURSUANT TO CERCLA, AS AMENDED, EPA MUST EVALUATE EACH ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPED WITH RESPECT TO THREE MAJOR
CRITERIA -- EFFECTIVENESS, IMPLEMENTABILITY, AND COST -- WHICH COMPRISE SIX CATEGORIES AND NUMEROUS
SUBCATEGORIES.  THESE ELEMENTS ARE CONSIDERED OVER BOTH THE SHORT TERM (THROUGH REMEDIAL CONSTRUCTION AND
INITIAL OPERATIONS) AND THE LONG TERM (WHICH REPRESENTS THE FINAL STATUS OF THE SITE, AFTER ANY OPERATION AND
MAINTENANCE FUNCTIONS INVOLVED HAVE CEASED).  TABLE 6 INDICATES THE VARIOUS LEVELS OF EVALUATION CRITERIA AND
THE INTERRELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THEM.

THIS TYPE OF COMPREHENSIVE ANALYSIS HELPS TO IDENTIFY THOSE CRITERIA THAT ARE MOST IMPORTANT IN EVALUATING
THE ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPED.  ACCORDINGLY, THE DISCUSSIONS GIVEN BELOW FOCUS ON THE SIGNIFICANT EVALUATION
CRITERIA AS THEY PERTAIN TO THE SITE.  ANY CRITERION JUDGED TO BE SUFFICIENTLY IMPORTANT FOR AT LEAST ONE
ALTERNATIVE IS DISCUSSED FOR ALL THE OTHER ALTERNATIVES, AS WELL, TO ENSURE CONSISTENCY AND MINIMIZE
SUBJECTIVITY.

ALTERNATIVE 1A:  NO ACTION

BECAUSE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE KNOWN TO EXIST ON AND AROUND THE WALDICK SITE, IN CONCENTRATIONS ASSOCIATED WITH
SIGNIFICANT HEALTH RISKS, THE CONCEPT OF A NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE IS UNTENABLE.  MOREOVER, THIS ALTERNATIVE
DOES NOT COMPLY WITH ANY APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS) OR CLEANUP OBJECTIVES.

EACH ALTERNATIVE MUST BE EVALUATED FOR THE DEGREE OF ON- AND OFF-SITE PROTECTION REQUIRED (AND THUS TO BE
PROVIDED) BY THE ACTIONS INVOLVED, AS PART OF THE OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS.  SINCE THIS ALTERNATIVE ENTAILS
TAKING NO ACTION, THIS CRITERION DOES NOT APPLY, AND ANY PROTECTION THAT MIGHT BE NECESSARY STEMS NOT FROM
THE ACTIONS TAKEN, BUT FROM THE PRESENT CONDITIONS AT THE SITE AND THE ASSOCIATED CONTAMINANT PATHWAYS
IDENTIFIED.

NO REDUCTION IN EXISTING RISK MEANS THAT THE RESIDUAL RISK WOULD BE AT LEAST AS HIGH AS IT IS NOW, AND MAY
INCREASE IF THE CONTAMINATION ON-SITE IS LEFT IN PLACE.  REGARDING OTHER LONG-TERM ASPECTS, THERE WOULD BE NO
LONG-TERM RELIABILITY, NO REDUCTION OF MOBILITY, TOXICITY, OR VOLUME, AND THE HIGHEST LIKELIHOOD FOR FUTURE
EXPOSURE OF ANY ALTERNATIVE.

THE LIKELIHOOD OF FAVORABLE COMMUNITY RESPONSE IS VERY LOW, AS THE NEED FOR DIRECT ACTION HAS BEEN STRESSED
IN CORRESPONDENCE AND AT PUBLIC MEETINGS.

UNDER AMENDMENTS TO CERCLA, SHOULD A REMEDIAL ACTION RESULT IN HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES, POLLUTANTS, OR
CONTAMINANTS REMAINING AT THE SITE, THE REMEDIAL ACTION TAKEN MUST BE REVIEWED WITHIN FIVE YEARS TO EVALUATE
IF THE ACTIONS TAKEN ARE PROTECTIVE OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.  POTENTIAL REMEDIAL ACTION COSTS
WOULD THUS BE MAXIMIZED, SINCE ALL THE CONTAMINANTS PRESENT MIGHT HAVE TO BE REMEDIATED AS A RESULT OF THIS
REVIEW.  NATURAL ATTENUATION OF CONTAMINATION IS THE ONLY PROCESS THAT COULD REDUCE SUCH COSTS, BUT DUE TO
THE COMPOSITION AND CONCENTRATIONS OF THE WASTES PRESENT, SUCH FACTORS CANNOT BE SERIOUSLY CONSIDERED.

ALTERNATIVE 1B:  LIMITED ACTION

TAKING LIMITED ACTION AT THE SITE CONFERS SOME BENEFITS, WITH A CORRESPONDINGLY SLIGHT INCREASE IN COSTS. 
STILL, THIS ALTERNATIVE INVOLVES NO DIRECT MEASURES TO RESOLVE THE CONTAMINATION, THEREBY MAINTAINING THE
THREAT TO HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS ONLY SLIGHTLY HIGHER THAN THAT FOR ALTERNATIVE 1.  NO COMPLIANCE
WITH ARARS IS AFFORDED, ALTHOUGH SOME STATE AND LOCAL ORDINANCES WOULD BE SATISFIED.  THE DEGREE OF
PROTECTION REQUIRED IS MAINLY FOR ON-SITE WORKERS, BUT THE LONG-TERM ASPECTS ARE THE SAME AS THOSE FOR
ALTERNATIVE 1, STEMMING FROM THE SITE CONDITIONS THEMSELVES.  THE LONG-TERM RELIABILITY IS GOOD, BUT ONLY
WHEN CONSIDERED IN TERMS OF THESE ACTIONS, NOT THE CONTAMINATION PRESENT ON-SITE.  BY SECURING THE SITE WITH
A CONTINUOUS FENCE, THE LIKELIHOOD OF FUTURE EXPOSURE IS REDUCED SUBSTANTIALLY.  STILL, HOWEVER, THERE WOULD
BE NO REDUCTION OF VOLUME, TOXICITY, OR MOBILITY.



SHORT-TERM IMPLEMENTABILITY PRESENTS LITTLE OR NO PROBLEMS.  IN FACT, WELL RESTRICTIONS LIKE THOSE INCLUDED
HERE HAVE RECENTLY BEEN IMPOSED BY WALL TOWNSHIP DUE TO A WATER SHORTAGE.  AGAIN, HOWEVER, THE COMMUNITY MAY
FEEL THAT MORE SUBSTANTIAL ACTION IS NECESSARY.  LONG-TERM IMPLEMENTABILITY IS EXTREMELY HIGH, AS ADDITIONAL
ACTIONS AND O&M ACTIVITIES COULD BE EASILY PERFORMED, AND MONITORING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE REMEDY IS BUILT
INTO EVERY ALTERNATIVE EXCEPT FOR 1A (NO ACTION).

ALTHOUGH THE COSTS INVOLVED HERE ARE LOW, A FIVE-YEAR REVIEW WOULD BE REQUIRED AND THE POTENTIAL COSTS OF
FUTURE ACTIONS ARE HIGH, AGAIN BECAUSE THE CONTAMINATION ASSOCIATED WITH THE SITE IS NOT BEING DIRECTLY
ADDRESSED.

ALTERNATIVE 2:  CONTAINMENT OF CONTAMINATED SOIL

THE CONTAINMENT ALTERNATIVE IS MORE EFFECTIVE THAN EITHER THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE OR THE LIMITED-ACTION
ALTERNATIVE, SINCE IT REDUCES THE MOBILITY OF THE CONTAMINANTS IN THE GROUND WATER IN REGARD TO OFF-SITE
MIGRATION, REGARDLESS OF ANY CONTINUED LEACHING FROM ON-SITE SOILS.  IN ADDITION, THE SURFACE CAP WOULD
ELIMINATE THE POSSIBILITY OF DIRECT CONTACT WITH SOIL CONTAMINANTS.  HOWEVER, EXPOSURE AND DISRUPTION OF
SUBSURFACE SOILS DURING EXCAVATION OPERATIONS MAY RESULT IN VOLATILIZATION OF SOME ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS. 
ACCORDINGLY, MODERATE PROTECTION AND AIR MONITORING WOULD BE REQUIRED FOR ON-SITE WORKERS.  REDUCTION OF
CONTAMINANT MOBILITY WOULD PRODUCE CORRESPONDING DECREASES IN THE RESIDUAL RISK AND THE LIKELIHOOD OF FUTURE
EXPOSURE.  IN ADDITION, SOME CLEANUP OBJECTIVES WOULD BE MET, ALTHOUGH INDIRECTLY FOR THE MOST PART.  BECAUSE
THE TECHNOLOGIES TO BE APPLIED HERE ARE WELL-ESTABLISHED, LONG-TERM RELIABILITY IS HIGH.

THE ABILITY TO CONSTRUCT THESE COMPONENTS AND THE AVAILABILITY OF THE NECESSARY RESOURCES ARE BOTH HIGH,
WHILE THE RELATIVE RESOURCE DEMAND IS LOW.  WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF A FIRST OPERABLE UNIT, A FAVORABLE
COMMUNITY RESPONSE FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE IS LIKELY.  MONITORING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THIS REMEDY IS ALREADY
INCORPORATED, AND OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M) ACTIVITIES WOULD BE EASILY PERFORMED.  THE ONLY SIGNIFICANT
PROBLEM WITH FUTURE ACTIONS INVOLVES PENETRATION OR DISRUPTION OF THE SURFACE CAP, ESPECIALLY THE SYNTHETIC
LINER (IF ONE WERE TO BE USED), TO INSTALL WELLS OR PROBES OR TO EXCAVATE THE SUBSURFACE SOILS.

THE FIVE-YEAR REVIEW WOULD BE REQUIRED TO DETERMINE THE LEVEL OF PROTECTIVENESS CONFERRED BY THIS REMEDY, AND
ANY POTENTIAL FUTURE ACTIONS WOULD PROBABLY BE SUBSTANTIAL.  AS SUCH, THE ASSOCIATED COSTS ARE COMPARABLE TO
THOSE FOR ALTERNATIVE 1B.

ALTERNATIVE 3:  IN-SITU AIR STRIPPING OF AREA 1 AND EXCAVATION AND ON-SITE VITRIFICATION OF AREA 2

EACH OF THE REMAINING ALTERNATIVES ENTAILS A SPECIFIC TREATMENT FOR EACH OF THE TWO DISCRETE AREAS OF SOIL
CONTAMINATION IDENTIFIED.  AIR STRIPPING SOILS TO TREAT VOLATILE ORGANICS ADDRESSES THE PRINCIPAL THREAT AT
THE SITE, HAS HIGH SHORT- AND LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS, AND HAS HIGH IMPLEMENTABILITY AND COMPETITIVE CAPITAL
COSTS.  PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS MAY BE MORE RESISTANT TO TREATMENT, BUT THE NJDEP SOIL CLEANUP OBJECTIVE FOR
TOTAL PHCS IS SUBSTANTIALLY HIGHER THAN THAT FOR VOLATILE ORGANICS.

THIS ALTERNATIVE IS CONSIDERED TO BE EFFECTIVE ENOUGH TO MEET SITE ARARS AND CLEANUP OBJECTIVES, AS IT
INVOLVES DIRECT TREATMENT OF WASTES.  DUE TO THE EXCAVATION AND HANDLING OF CONTAMINATED SOILS, HOWEVER, IT
ALSO REQUIRES INCREASED PROTECTION FOR ON-SITE PERSONNEL AND MORE EXTENSIVE ON- AND OFF-SITE MONITORING.  BY
MINIMIZING THE VOLUME OF VOLATILE ORGANICS AND REDUCING THE MOBILITY AND TOXICITY OF HEAVY METALS, BOTH THE
RESIDUAL RISK AND THE LIKELIHOOD OF FUTURE EXPOSURE ARE GREATLY REDUCED.  LONG-TERM RELIABILITY IS HIGH FOR
VITRIFICATION BUT IS NOT APPLICABLE TO AIR STRIPPING, SINCE TREATMENT WOULD BE COMPLETED IN THE SHORT TERM.

SHORT-TERM IMPLEMENTABILITY IS HIGH FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE, ALTHOUGH THE AREA 2 SOILS MUST BE EXCAVATED AND
RELOCATED TO THE CENTER OF THE SITE TO PREVENT ANY DAMAGE TO THE BUILDING FOUNDATIONS.  SHOULD TEMPORARY
ON-SITE STORAGE BE NECESSARY FOR THE EXCAVATED SOILS FROM AREA 2, THERE IS ADEQUATE SPACE AVAILABLE ON-SITE. 
THE VITRIFICATION PROCESS IS BOTH ENERGY- AND COST-INTENSIVE.

FAVORABLE COMMUNITY RESPONSE TO THIS ALTERNATIVE APPEARS LIKELY, ALTHOUGH THERE MAY BE SOME CONCERN ABOUT THE
HIGH TEMPERATURES TO BE GENERATED DURING VITRIFICATION.  LONG-TERM MONITORING IS THE MAJOR O&M REQUIREMENT
FOR THIS ALTERNATIVE AND IS ALREADY INCLUDED AS PART OF THE DESIGN.  HOWEVER, WHILE AIR STRIPPING PRESENTS NO
OBSTACLES WHATSOEVER TO FUTURE ACTIONS INVOLVING AREA 1, THE AREA 2 SOILS WILL BE SOLIDIFIED AND, THEREFORE,



RESISTANT TO FURTHER TREATMENT OR EXCAVATION.

THE COSTS TO IMPLEMENT THIS ALTERNATIVE ARE INTERMEDIATE RELATIVE TO THE OTHERS.  HOWEVER, VITRIFICATION WILL
REQUIRE EXTENSIVE PILOT-SCALE TESTING TO DETERMINE ITS ACTUAL EFFECTIVENESS AND APPLICABILITY TO THE SITE
MORE PRECISELY.  POTENTIAL FUTURE ACTION COSTS ARE HIGH BUT ARE BALANCED AGAINST THE EFFECTIVENESS AND
RELIABILITY ATTRIBUTED TO THE VITRIFICATION PROCESS.

ALTERNATIVE 4:  IN-SITU AIR STRIPPING OF AREA 1 AND EXCAVATION AND ON-SITE INCINERATION OF AREA 2

THE AIR-STRIPPING COMPONENT OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS IDENTICAL TO THAT JUST DISCUSSED FOR ALTERNATIVE 3, SO
THIS SECTION WILL FOCUS ON INCINERATION OF AREA 2 SOILS.  LIKE VITRIFICATION, INCINERATION WOULD REQUIRE
TESTING (TEST BURNS, IN THIS CASE) AND SO WOULD TAKE LONGER TO IMPLEMENT THAN SOME OTHER ALTERNATIVES.

THIS ALTERNATIVE COULD COMPLY WITH ALL ARARS AND COS, ALTHOUGH OPERATING SPECIFICATIONS TO ACHIEVE THIS
COMPLIANCE WOULD HAVE TO BE FINALIZED IN THE DESIGN PHASE.  LIKE ALTERNATIVE 3, THE DEGREE OF PROTECTION
REQUIRED IS SUBSTANTIAL.  THE LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS IS ALSO SIMILAR TO THAT FOR ALTERNATIVE 3, SINCE
INCINERATION AND VITRIFICATION HAVE COMPARABLE LONG-TERM RELIABILITY FACTORS.

SHORT-TERM IMPLEMENTABILITY IS MODERATE, AS THE ABILITY TO REMOVE METALS BY INCINERATION AND SCRUBBING MUST
BE DETERMINED DURING DESIGN.  IN ADDITION, THE AVAILABILITY OF PORTABLE INCINERATOR SYSTEMS MAY BE LIMITED,
DEPENDING ON WHEN THE SYSTEM NEEDS TO BE INSTALLED ON THE SITE AND THE NATURE OF THE METAL STRIPPING UNITS. 
DEPENDING ON THE AVAILABILITY OF SUITABLE INCINERATION SYSTEMS, THE RESOURCE DEMAND OF THIS ALTERNATIVE MAY
BE RELATIVELY HIGH.  FURTHER, ALTHOUGH THE IMMEDIATE AREA SURROUNDING THE SITE IS COMMERCIAL RATHER THAN
RESIDENTIAL, THERE MAY BE LOCAL OPPOSITION TO INSTALLATION OF AN ON-SITE INCINERATOR, REGARDLESS OF THE
SAFEGUARDS INCORPORATED INTO THE DESIGN.  FINALLY, DISPOSAL OF THE TREATED SOILS COULD PRESENT PROBLEMS UNDER
THE LAND BAN.

THE LONG-TERM IMPLEMENTABILITY OF AIR STRIPPING PLUS INCINERATION IS THE HIGHEST OF ANY ALTERNATIVE.  O&M
FUNCTIONS ARE ROUTINE AND NOT TREATMENT-SPECIFIC, MONITORING OF THE REMEDY IS ALREADY INCORPORATED, AND NO
PHYSICAL OR OTHER OBSTACLES WOULD REMAIN ON THE SITE TO IMPAIR ANY FURTHER ACTIONS TAKEN IN THE FUTURE.

THE COST OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS THE HIGHEST OF ANY ALTERNATIVE CONSIDERED, AS INCINERATION IS BOTH COST- AND
ENERGY-INTENSIVE.  IN ADDITION, THE INCINERATED SOILS MAY REQUIRE OFF-SITE DISPOSAL IF THE TREATMENT IS
INSUFFICIENT, WHICH WOULD RAISE THE COST STILL HIGHER, ALTHOUGH THE LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS WOULD ALSO
INCREASE SUBSTANTIALLY.  THE POTENTIAL COSTS OF FUTURE REMEDIAL ACTIONS ARE HIGH, LIKE THOSE FOR ALTERNATIVE
3.  WITH THE TREATED SOIL PLACED BACK ON THE SITE, THE POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE COSTS IN THE LONG TERM MAY BE
SIGNIFICANT, IF FURTHER TREATMENT OR REMOVAL IS REQUIRED LATER TO MAXIMIZE PROTECTIVENESS.

ALTERNATIVE 5:  IN-SITU AIR STRIPPING OF AREA 1 AND EXCAVATION, REMOVAL, AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF AREA 2

THE COMBINATION OF AIR STRIPPING OF AREA 1 SOILS WITH EXCAVATION AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF UNTREATED AREA 2
SOILS PROVIDES HIGH EFFECTIVENESS AND IMPLEMENTABILITY AT MODERATE COST.  EACH OF THE DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES
REMOVES THE ORGANIC CONTAMINATION FROM THE SOILS IN AREA 1, AND REMOVES THE CONTAMINATION TOGETHER WITH THE
SOILS IN AREA 2.

ALTHOUGH SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS OF THIS APPROACH IS HIGH, THE MAJOR POTENTIAL PROBLEM WITH COMPLIANCE
INVOLVES THE PENDING LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS OR "LAND BAN", WHICH WILL REQUIRE TREATMENT OF HAZARDOUS
WASTES PRIOR TO CONSIDERATION FOR OFF-SITE DISPOSAL AS OF NOVEMBER 8, 1988.  SINCE IT IS UNLIKELY THAT THE
REMEDIAL CONSTRUCTION WILL BEGIN BEFORE THIS DEADLINE, SOME TYPE OF PRIOR TREATMENT WILL BE NECESSARY.  AS
WITH THE OTHER TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES, SHORT-TERM RISKS WOULD BE INVOLVED, SO ALL NECESSARY PRECAUTIONS WOULD
BE TAKEN.  LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS IS LARGELY NEGATED BY THE FACT THAT PHYSICAL REMOVAL OF CONTAMINATED SOILS
TO A DISPOSAL FACILITY DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A PERMANENT SOLUTION.

SHORT-TERM IMPLEMENTABILITY OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS LOW OR ZERO, SINCE IT IS DEPENDENT ON THE AVAILABILITY OF
A EPA-APPROVED OFF-SITE DISPOSAL FACILITY AND THE PENDING REQUIREMENT FOR PRIOR TREATMENT OF WASTES TAKEN
OFF-SITE.  THE EXTENUATING CIRCUMSTANCE HERE IS THE LOW SOIL VOLUME TO BE REMOVED (2,500 CUBIC YARDS), WHICH
CONSTITUTES A CORRESPONDINGLY LOW DEMAND ON SUPERFUND RESOURCES -- SPECIFICALLY, THE CAPACITY OF AVAILABLE



DISPOSAL SITES.  BECAUSE AT LEAST SOME OF THE SOIL CONTAMINATED BY THE WALDICK COMPANY'S OPERATIONS IS TO BE
TAKEN OFF-SITE, COMMUNITY RESPONSE IS EXPECTED TO BE FAVORABLE.

THE LONG-TERM IMPLEMENTABILITY OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS ESSENTIALLY AS HIGH AS THAT FOR ALTERNATIVE 4, EVEN
THOUGH THE TECHNOLOGY INVOLVED FOR AREA 2 SOILS IS CONSIDERABLY DIFFERENT.  THERE ARE NO TREATMENT-RELATED
O&M FUNCTIONS REQUIRED AND NO REASONS TO TAKE ADDITIONAL REMEDIAL ACTION.

IN SUMMARY, THIS ALTERNATIVE ENTAILS OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF A MINIMAL AMOUNT OF SOIL, UTILIZES IN-SITU
TREATMENT TO REDUCE EXCAVATION AND HANDLING COSTS, AND TENDS TO MINIMIZE COSTS FOR POTENTIAL FUTURE ACTIONS.

ALTERNATIVE 5A:  IN-SITU AIR STRIPPING OF AREAS 1 & 2, FOLLOWED BY EXCAVATION AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF AREA 2

THIS IS A MODIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVE 5, IN THAT AIR STRIPPING WOULD BE APPLIED TO BOTH AREA 1 AND AREA 2
SOILS (8,000 CY TOTAL).  STILL, HOWEVER, ONLY THE AREA 2 SOILS (2,500 CY) WILL BE REMOVED FOR OFF-SITE
DISPOSAL.  THE CORRESPONDING COST INCREASE TO COVER THE EXPANSION OF THE AIR STRIPPING SYSTEM IS SLIGHT AND
THE COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF SELECTIVE EXCAVATION IS MAINTAINED.  MORE IMPORTANTLY, THIS ALTERNATIVE TREATS THE
PRINCIPAL THREAT THROUGHOUT THE SITE AND SO IS CONSISTENT WITH AGENCY GOALS AND THE LAND DISPOSAL
RESTRICTIONS, UNLIKE ALTERNATIVE 5.

COMPLIANCE WITH ALL ARARS, COS, AND "TO BE CONSIDEREDS" (TBCS) IS EXPECTED, SINCE TREATING THE AREA 2 SOILS
PRIOR TO OFF-SITE REMOVAL SHOULD SATISFY THE LAND BAN STIPULATION.  ALL OTHER ASPECTS OF SHORT- AND LONG-TERM
EFFECTIVENESS AND IMPLEMENTABILITY ARE IDENTICAL TO THOSE DISCUSSED UNDER ALTERNATIVE 5.

AS ALREADY MENTIONED, THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS ALTERNATIVE ARE ONLY SLIGHTLY HIGHER THAN THOSE FOR
ALTERNATIVE 5, YET ITS IMPLEMENTABILITY AND EFFECTIVENESS ARE BOTH INCREASED SUBSTANTIALLY.  AS SUCH, THE
COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE IS HIGHER THAN THAT FOR ALTERNATIVE 5.

ALTERNATIVE 6:  IN-SITU AIR STRIPPING OF AREAS 1 & 2, FOLLOWED BY EXCAVATION AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF AREAS 1
& 2

REDUCTION OF EXISTING RISK UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE IS EVEN GREATER THAN THAT OF ALTERNATIVE 5, AS NO SOIL WITH
MEASURABLE CONTAMINATION WOULD BE LEFT ON-SITE.  HOWEVER, OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF AREA 1 SOILS MAY NOT BE
NECESSARY IF AIR-STRIPPING ADEQUATELY REMOVES THE ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS PRESENT FROM AREA 1 SOILS.  IF SO, THE
COST-EFFECTIVENESS WOULD BE LOWERED.

COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE REGULATIONS IS ESSENTIALLY GUARANTEED UNDER THIS ALTERNATIVE, DUE TO THE INTENSIVE
APPLICATION OF APPROPRIATE TECHNOLOGIES.  HOWEVER, THE ONE FACTOR THAT IMPAIRS ACCEPTANCE OF TREATED WASTES
FOR OFF-SITE DISPOSAL IS THE INCREASE IN SOIL VOLUME, FROM 2,500 CY TO 8,000 CY.  THE POSSIBLE REDUNDANCY OF
REMOVING AREA 1 SOILS THAT HAVE BEEN ADEQUATELY TREATED BECOMES MORE IMPORTANT WHEN VIEWED IN LIGHT OF THE
GENERAL SHIFT AWAY FROM LAND-BASED DISPOSAL AND THE DWINDLING CAPACITY OF THE FEW REMAINING LAND DISPOSAL
FACILITIES.

ALL OTHER ASPECTS OF SHORT- AND LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND IMPLEMENTABILITY ARE IDENTICAL TO THOSE ALREADY
DISCUSSED FOR ALTERNATIVE 5, WITH TWO EXCEPTIONS.  FIRST, RELATIVE RESOURCE DEMAND IS HIGHER DUE TO THE
LARGER VOLUME OCCUPIED BY THE SOIL AT THE OFF-SITE DISPOSAL FACILITY SELECTED, AS WELL AS TO THE HIGHER
COSTS.  SECOND, THE ABILITY TO CONSTRUCT IS COMPLICATED BY THE NEED TO REMOVE AT LEAST PART OF THE FLOOR SLAB
TO EXCAVATE THE CONTAMINATED SOILS BENEATH THE MAIN BUILDING.  IF BUILDING DEMOLITION WERE SELECTED, HOWEVER,
THIS TASK COULD BE CONSOLIDATED.

THIS ALTERNATIVE IS EXTREMELY COSTLY, BEING TWICE AS EXPENSIVE AS ALTERNATIVE 5A AND EXCEEDED ONLY BY
ALTERNATIVE 4, WHICH INVOLVES ON-SITE INCINERATION.  THIS ENORMOUS EXPENSE STEMS FROM THE HIGH COSTS FOR
OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF THE ADDITIONAL SOIL VOLUME FROM AREA 1:  8,000 CY HERE VERSUS 2,500 CY FOR ALTERNATIVE
5.  OTHER ASPECTS OF COSTS ARE AS ALREADY DISCUSSED.

BUILDING REMEDIATION

AS ALREADY MENTIONED, ON-SITE TREATMENT AND/OR DISPOSAL OF CONTAMINATED MATERIAL IS PREFERRED AS LONG AS



PROTECTIVENESS (AND IMPLEMENTABILITY) CRITERIA ARE SATISFIED.  COMPLETE DEMOLITION OF BOTH BUILDINGS WOULD
REDUCE LONG-TERM RISKS, BUT THE SAME LEVEL OF RISK REDUCTION MAY BE POSSIBLE WITHOUT DEMOLITION, USING
DECONTAMINATION AND SEALING OF INTERIOR SURFACES, INSTEAD.  AS IN ALTERNATIVE 6, THEREFORE, THE QUESTION OF
REDUNDANCY IS INVOLVED.  THAT IS, IF SOILS AND STRUCTURES CAN BE ADEQUATELY REMEDIATED TO JUSTIFY LEAVING
THEM IN PLACE OR RE-DEPOSITING THEM ON THE SITE, THEN DEMOLITION AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL WOULD NOT BE PREFERRED
OR DEFENSIBLE, ESPECIALLY WITH REGARD TO COST AND LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS.

THE MAJOR REMEDIAL OPTIONS OF DECONTAMINATION VERSUS DEMOLITION REPRESENT ON-SITE TREATMENT AND OFF-SITE
DISPOSAL, RESPECTIVELY.  THESE ARE THE SAME ASPECTS INCORPORATED INTO THE THREE AIR STRIPPING AND REMOVAL
ALTERNATIVES, SO THE SAME GENERAL ARGUMENTS APPLY, ACCORDING TO WHETHER THE CONTAMINANT SOURCE IS REMOVED
FROM THE MEDIUM OR ALONG WITH THE MEDIUM.  HOWEVER, THE VOLUME OF AREA 1 SOILS BENEATH THE MAIN BUILDING THAT
WILL NEED TO BE EXCAVATED AND REMOVED OFF-SITE WILL NOT BE DETERMINED UNTIL AIR STRIPPING IS COMPLETED.  IN
LIGHT OF THIS FACT, THE MAIN BUILDING WILL HELP TO CONTROL INCIDENTAL AIR EMISSIONS AND FUGITIVE DUST, BUT
MAY NEED TO BE DEMOLISHED TO FACILITATE SOIL EXCAVATION.  ACCORDINGLY, THIS ELEMENT OF THE OPERABLE UNIT WILL
REMAIN OPEN.

#RA
SELECTED REMEDY

AFTER REVIEW AND EVALUATION OF THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES PRESENTED IN THE FEASIBILITY STUDY TO ACHIEVE THE
BEST BALANCE OF ALL EVALUATION CRITERIA, EPA AND NJDEP PRESENTED ALTERNATIVE 5A TO THE PUBLIC AS THE
PREFERRED REMEDY FOR THE WALDICK SITE.  THE INPUT RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD, CONSISTING
PRIMARILY OF QUESTIONS AND STATEMENTS TRANSMITTED AT THE PUBLIC MEETING HELD ON JULY 23, 1987, IS PRESENTED
IN THE ATTACHED RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY.  PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED ENCOMPASSED A WIDE RANGE OF ISSUES BUT DID
NOT NECESSITATE ANY MAJOR CHANGES IN THE REMEDIAL APPROACH TAKEN AT THE SITE.  ACCORDINGLY, THE PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE WAS SELECTED BY EPA AND NJDEP AS THE FIRST OPERABLE UNIT OF A PERMANENT SOLUTION FOR THE SITE. 
TABLE 7 ITEMIZES THE COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH THIS ACTION.  THE MAJOR COMPONENTS OF THIS ALTERNATIVE ARE:

   ! IN-SITU AIR STRIPPING OF ALL CONTAMINATED SOILS ON-SITE TO REDUCE THE LEVELS OF VOLATILE ORGANICS AND
PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS

   ! EXCAVATION AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF ALL TREATED SOILS WITH RESIDUAL CONTAMINATION ABOVE THE CLEANUP
OBJECTIVES FOR THE SITE (AREA 2 SOILS, AS A MINIMUM, COMPRISING APPROXIMATELY 2,500 CUBIC YARDS)

   ! APPROPRIATE REMEDIATION OF THE MAIN AND AUXILIARY BUILDINGS, EITHER BY DECONTAMINATION OR DEMOLITION,
DEPENDING LARGELY ON THE DEGREE OF RESIDUAL CONTAMINATION IN THE SOILS BENEATH THE MAIN BUILDING

   ! SITE FENCING, WELL RESTRICTIONS, AND INSTALLATION OF ADDITIONAL GROUND WATER WELLS FOR USE IN A
COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING PROGRAM.

PERFORMANCE GOALS

ALTERNATIVE 5A IS PRIMARILY A SOURCE-CONTROL MEASURE, AS IT REMOVES OR REDUCES CONTAMINATION IN OR ON THE
SOILS AND BUILDINGS ON THE WALDICK SITE.

THIS ALTERNATIVE ADDRESSES TWO OF THE FIVE CONTAMINATED MEDIA KNOWN TO EXIST FOR THE SITE.  THE OTHER THREE
-- GROUND WATER, SURFACE WATER, AND STREAM SEDIMENTS -- WILL BE ADDRESSED IN A FUTURE OPERABLE UNIT, WHICH
WILL FOCUS ON MANAGEMENT OF MIGRATION.  PERFORMANCE OF THE SITE REMEDY IN PHASES IS JUSTIFIED AND NECESSARY
BECAUSE THE DATA COLLECTED IN THE COURSE OF THE RI ARE INSUFFICIENT TO CHARACTERIZE THE OFF-SITE
CONTAMINATION.  IN ADDITION, THE POTENTIAL RECEPTORS DOWNGRADIENT OF THE SITE ARE SUPPLIED WITH PUBLIC WATER
AND SO ARE NOT DEPENDENT ON LOCAL GROUND WATER.  CONSEQUENTLY, BASED ON THE CONTAMINANT LEVELS MEASURED
DURING THE RI AND THE EXPOSURE PATHWAYS IDENTIFIED, THERE APPEARS TO BE LITTLE OR NO RISK CURRENTLY
ASSOCIATED WITH THE GROUND-WATER CONTAMINATION.  FURTHER, BY REMEDIATING THE SOURCE OF CONTAMINATION, NO
FURTHER DEGRADATION OF GROUND WATER WILL OCCUR.

IN-SITU AIR STRIPPING WILL TREAT 8,000 CUBIC YARDS (CY) OF SOIL TO REDUCE VOLATILE ORGANICS AND PETROLEUM
HYDROCARBONS.  SUBSEQUENTLY, ONLY THOSE TREATED SOILS WITH RESIDUAL CONCENTRATIONS OF HEAVY METALS OR OTHER



CONTAMINANTS ABOVE TARGET LEVELS WILL BE REMOVED FOR OFF-SITE DISPOSAL.  THE SOIL VOLUME INVOLVED IN THE
SECOND PHASE IS ESTIMATED TO BE 2,500 CY, BUT FINAL DETERMINATION OF THE SOIL VOLUME TO BE TAKEN OFF-SITE
WILL BE MADE BASED ON CONFIRMATORY SAMPLING AFTER TREATMENT.

THE TARGET RESIDUAL LEVELS APPLIED TO THE SITE ARE:  1 PART PER MILLION (PPM) FOR VOCS, 100 PPM FOR PHCS, 3
PPM FOR CADMIUM, AND 100 PPM FOR TOTAL CHROMIUM.  THESE VALUES ARE THE CLEANUP OBJECTIVES ESTABLISHED BY THE
NJDEP FOR GENERAL APPLICATION AND REFLECT THE RELATIVE PERSISTENCES AND MOBILITIES OF THE ORGANICS, AS WELL
AS THE RELATIVE TOXICITIES OF THE METALS.

THE AIR STRIPPING COMPONENT OF THE REMEDY WILL REQUIRE AN ESTIMATED SIX MONTHS FOR COMPLETION, WHILE THE
SELECTIVE EXCAVATION SHOULD LAST FOR AN ADDITIONAL THREE TO SIX MONTHS.  OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES
WILL CONSTITUTE THE REST OF THE PROJECTED PROJECT DURATION.

PROTECTIVENESS

THE OPERABLE UNIT SELECTED PROTECTS HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT BY DEALING EFFECTIVELY WITH THE
PRINCIPAL THREAT POSED BY THE WALDICK SITE.  AIR STRIPPING SHOULD REDUCE LEVELS OF VOCS AND PHCS TO BELOW THE
NJDEP CLEANUP OBJECTIVES.  IN ADDITION, PERFORMING THIS ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT IN PLACE WILL MINIMIZE SOIL
DISTURBANCE PRIOR TO TREATMENT, THEREBY FACILITATING CONTROL OF INCIDENTAL AIR EMISSIONS.

THE EXCAVATION COMPONENT WILL ENSURE THAT ANY SOIL WITH SIGNIFICANT RESIDUAL CONTAMINATION IS REMOVED
OFF-SITE.  THIS ACTION WILL THUS ELIMINATE THE LONG-TERM POTENTIAL FOR DIRECT CONTACT WITH CONTAMINATED SOIL. 
FURTHER, WELL AND DEED RESTRICTIONS WILL MINIMIZE THE POTENTIAL FOR DIRECT CONTACT WITH GROUND WATER UNTIL
THE CONTAMINATION IN THIS MEDIUM CAN BE ADDRESSED AS A FUTURE OPERABLE UNIT.

#OEL
CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER LAWS

ONE OF THE PRIMARY STATUTES THAT GOVERNS CERCLA ACTIVITIES IS THE SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL ACT (SWDA),
PARTICULARLY SECTION 1003(A), WHICH EMPHASIZES MAXIMUM PROTECTIVENESS THROUGH SAFE HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT
PRACTICES, IMPLEMENTATION OF PERMANENT SOLUTIONS, AND MINIMIZATION OF BOTH GENERATION AND LAND-BASED DISPOSAL
OF HAZARDOUS WASTES.  THE COMBINATION OF IN-SITU AIR STRIPPING AND SELECTIVE OFF-SITE DISPOSAL PROVIDES
PROTECTION TO PUBLIC HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT THROUGH THE USE OF ESTABLISHED TECHNOLOGIES.

THE SELECTED REMEDY FOR THE WALDICK SITE REPRESENTS A PERMANENT SOLUTION BY (1) REMOVING THE CONTAMINANT  
SOURCE FROM THE MEDIUM BY AIR STRIPPING AND (2) REMOVING ANY RESIDUAL SOURCE TOGETHER WITH THE MEDIUM FROM
THE SITE TO A SECURED FACILITY.  IN DOING THIS, THE SELECTED REMEDY EMPLOYS ON-SITE TREATMENT TO MINIMIZE THE
SOIL VOLUME THAT MUST BE TAKEN OFF-SITE.  AS A RESULT, RESIDUAL RISK BECOMES NEGLIGIBLE AND LONG-TERM
RELIABILITY IS HIGH.

UNDER THE PENDING LAND DISPOSAL RESTRICTIONS, ANY MATERIALS CONTAINING HAZARDOUS WASTES MUST BE TREATED
BEFORE OFF-SITE DISPOSAL CAN BE CONSIDERED.  IN-SITU AIR STRIPPING IS EXPECTED TO SATISFY THIS TREATMENT
STIPULATION.  IN ADDITION, THIS REMEDIAL ACTION SHOULD ALSO SATISFY THE SOIL CLEANUP OBJECTIVES PROVIDED BY
THE NJDEP FOR APPLICATION TO THE WALDICK SITE.

THE PRINCIPAL THREATS ASSOCIATED WITH THE WALDICK SITE INVOLVE INHALATION OF VOLATILIZED COMPOUNDS OR DIRECT
CONTACT WITH CONTAMINANTS IN SOILS AND BUILDINGS.  THE FIRST OPERABLE UNIT ADDRESSES THESE CONTAMINANT
PATHWAYS SPECIFICALLY.  THE SIX INDICATOR CHEMICALS IDENTIFIED FOR THE PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION, WHICH IS
CONTAINED IN THE RI REPORT, INCLUDE TETRACHLOROETHENE (PCE), TRICHLOROETHENE (TCE), DICHLOROETHENE (DCE),
VINYL CHLORIDE, CADMIUM, AND CHROMIUM.  AIR STRIPPING OF SOILS AND SOLVENT WASHING OF BUILDING SURFACES WILL
EFFECTIVELY ELIMINATE THE VOLUME OF CONTAMINANTS, THEREBY REDUCING TOXICITY AND MOBILITY AT THE SAME TIME.

THE WALDICK SITE IS IN THE COASTAL ZONE AS DESIGNATED BY THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY UNDER THE COASTAL ZONE
MANAGEMENT ACT. ACCORDINGLY, A REVIEW WAS PERFORMED AND THE SELECTED REMEDY WAS DETERMINED TO BE CONSISTENT
WITH THE NEW JERSEY COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PLAN.

BASED ON A REVIEW OF THE SELECTED REMEDY FOR COMPLIANCE WITH THE NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT, THIS



OPERABLE UNIT SHOULD HAVE NO EFFECT ON CULTURAL RESOURCES ON OR ELIGIBLE FOR NOMINATION TO THE NATIONAL
REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES.

REGARDING OTHER LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS, IT HAS BEEN DETERMINED THAT NO WETLANDS, FLOODPLAINS, FEDERAL
ENDANGERED OR THREATENED SPECIES, OR FEDERALLY DESIGNATED WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS EXIST IN THE VICINITY OF THE
WALDICK SITE.  ACCORDINGLY, EXECUTIVE ORDERS 11988 AND 11990, THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT, AND THE WILD AND
SCENIC RIVERS ACT DO NOT APPLY IN THIS CASE.

RCRA REGULATIONS REQUIRE DECONTAMINATION OR REMOVAL OF ALL HAZARDOUS WASTE RESIDUES, CONTAMINATED STRUCTURES,
AND CONTAMINATED DEBRIS FROM HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES.  TREATED SOIL CONSTITUTES THE PRIMARY HAZARDOUS WASTE
RESIDUE FOR THIS OPERABLE UNIT AND THE MAIN AND AUXILIARY BUILDINGS ARE THE PRIMARY CONTAMINATED STRUCTURES. 
BOTH CATEGORIES HAVE ALREADY BEEN ADDRESSED IN THIS DOCUMENT.

SINCE ALL CHEMICALS AND CONTAINERS WERE TAKEN OFF-SITE IN 1986 IN A REMOVAL ACTION BY EPA, THE CONTAMINATED
DEBRIS TO BE ADDRESSED COMPRISES MAINLY CONTRACTOR-GENERATED MATERIALS (E.G., PROTECTIVE CLOTHING,
DECONTAMINATION SOLVENTS).  WASTES PRODUCED IN THE COURSE OF THE RI HAVE BEEN DRUMMED AND STORED TEMPORARILY
ON-SITE.  OWING TO THEIR RELATIVELY LOW VOLUME, THESE MATERIALS WILL BE ADDED TO THOSE GENERATED DURING THE
REMEDIAL DESIGN AND REMEDIAL CONSTRUCTION PHASES, CONSOLIDATED WITH THE EXCAVATED SOIL, AND REMOVED FOR
OFF-SITE DISPOSAL.

COST-EFFECTIVENESS AND UTILIZATION OF PERMANENT SOLUTIONS AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES TO THE
MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE

ALTERNATIVE 5A REPRESENTS A PERMANENT SOLUTION WITH RESPECT TO THE WALDICK SITE PER SE.  HOWEVER, OFF-SITE
DISPOSAL CANNOT BE CONSIDERED A PERMANENT SOLUTION, SINCE ALTHOUGH THEIR MOBILITY IS PHYSICALLY REDUCED IN AN
EPA-APPROVED DISPOSAL FACILITY, THE HAZARDOUS WASTES INVOLVED WILL RETAIN AT LEAST SOME OF THEIR TOXICITY. 
MOREOVER, THE VOLUME OF HAZARDOUS WASTES IS AFFECTED ONLY SLIGHTLY BY OFF-SITE DISPOSAL.  NEVERTHELESS, THIS
ALTERNATIVE WILL REMEDIATE ON-SITE WASTES TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE THROUGH THE USE OF IN-SITU AIR
STRIPPING, WHICH COMPLIES WITH THE STATUTORY PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRIMARY ELEMENT OF THE SELECTED
REMEDY.

IN SUMMARY, THIS OPERABLE UNIT COMBINES AN ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGY (AIR STRIPPING) TO REDUCE ORGANIC
CONTAMINATION WITH SELECTIVE EXCAVATION AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL TO ELIMINATE INORGANIC CONTAMINATION, ALONG
WITH ANY RESIDUAL ORGANICS.  THE SELECTED REMEDY IS COST-EFFECTIVE IN THAT IT MAXIMIZES ON-SITE TREATMENT OF
SOILS AND BUILDINGS TO MINIMIZE THE VOLUMES OF SOIL AND ANY DEMOLITION DEBRIS REQUIRING OFF-SITE DISPOSAL. 
AT THE SAME TIME, HOWEVER, SELECTIVE EXCAVATION OF A RELATIVELY LOW SOIL VOLUME WILL ELIMINATE RESIDUAL
CONTAMINATION OF PERSISTENT SUBSTANCES FROM THE WALDICK SITE.
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CAMP DRESSER & MCKEE, INC. IS PLEASED TO SUBMIT THIS FINAL RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR THE WALDICK AEROSPACE
SITE IN WALL TOWNSHIP, NEW JERSEY.

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS OR COMMENTS, PLEASE CONTACT ME OR CARL ZOEPHEL, REM II COMMUNITY RELATIONS
SPECIALIST IN REGION II.

VERY TRULY YOURS,

CAMP DRESSER & MCKEE, INC.

GEORGE A. RIEF, P.E.
REM II REGIONAL MANAGER.
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WALDICK AEROSPACE DEVICES SITE
WALL TOWNSHIP, NEW JERSEY

FINAL RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

THE U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (EPA) ESTABLISHED A PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD FROM JULY 9, 1987 THROUGH
AUGUST 9, 1987 FOR INTERESTED PARTIES TO COMMENT ON EPA'S REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILITY STUDY
(RI/FS), AND PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN (PRAP) FOR THE FIRST OPERABLE UNIT OF THE WALDICK AEROSPACE
DEVICES SITE.

DURING THIS COMMENT PERIOD, EPA HELD A PUBLIC MEETING ON JULY 23, 1987 AT THE WALL TOWNSHIP POLICE BUILDING
TO DESCRIBE THE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPED AND PRESENT EPA'S PREFERRED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE FOR THE
WALDICK SITE.

A RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY IS REQUIRED BY SUPERFUND POLICY FOR THE PURPOSE OF PROVIDING EPA AND THE PUBLIC WITH
A SUMMARY OF CITIZEN COMMENTS AND CONCERNS ABOUT THE SITE, AS RAISED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD, AND
EPA'S RESPONSES TO THOSE CONCERNS.  ALL OF THE COMMENTS SUMMARIZED IN THIS DOCUMENT WILL BE FACTORED INTO
EPA'S FINAL DECISION OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE FOR CLEANUP OF THE WALDICK SITE.

THIS RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR THE WALDICK AEROSPACE DEVICES SITE IS DIVIDED INTO THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS:

I. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS.  THIS SECTION PROVIDES A BRIEF HISTORY OF COMMUNITY
INTEREST AND CONCERNS REGARDING THE WALDICK SITE.

II. SUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND EPA RESPONSES. 
THIS SECTION PRESENTS BOTH ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMENTS SUBMITTED TO EPA DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD, AND
PROVIDES EPA'S RESPONSES TO THESE COMMENTS.

III. REMAINING CONCERNS.  THIS SECTION DISCUSSES COMMUNITY CONCERNS THAT EPA SHOULD BE AWARE OF AS IT
PREPARES TO DESIGN AND IMPLEMENT THE FIRST OPERABLE UNIT, AND PLAN THE NECESSARY STEPS TO ADDRESS THE SECOND
OPERABLE UNIT FOR THE WALDICK SITE.



IV. CORRESPONDENCE.  THIS SECTION SERVES AS AN ATTACHMENT FOR CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED AND RESPONDED TO DURING
THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.

I. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERN

THE WALL TOWNSHIP COMMUNITY HAS BEEN AWARE OF THE CONTAMINATION PROBLEM AT THE WALDICK AEROSPACE DEVICES SITE
FOR SEVERAL YEARS.  IN RESPONSE TO COMPLAINTS RECEIVED, THE NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
(NJDEP), THE MONMOUTH COUNTY DIVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE (MCDCJ), AND THE MONMOUTH COUNTY BOARD OF HEALTH
(MCBH) CONDUCTED AN INITIAL SITE INSPECTION OF THE FACILITY IN JUNE 1982 AND DISCOVERED EVIDENCE OF ILLEGAL
WASTE DISPOSAL PRACTICES.  EPA BEGAN ITS REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) OF THE WALDICK
AEROSPACE DEVICES SITE IN APRIL 1985.

IN JULY 1985 EPA CONDUCTED INTERVIEWS WITH COMMUNITY RESIDENTS AND LOCAL OFFICIALS TO ASSESS THE NATURE OF
THEIR CONCERNS REGARDING THE CONTAMINATION AND THE SITE INVESTIGATION PROCESS AT THE WALDICK AEROSPACE
DEVICES SITE.  THE KEY ISSUES AND CONCERNS IDENTIFIED WERE:

FINANCIAL CONCERNS.  NEARBY BUSINESS REPRESENTATIVES WERE WORRIED THAT THE PRESENCE OF A SUPERFUND
SITE NEAR THEIR PROPERTIES WOULD HAVE A NEGATIVE IMPACT ON THEIR BUSINESSES AND REVENUES.  A NEARBY
SCHOOL WAS CONCERNED THAT ENROLLMENT WOULD DROP BECAUSE OF THE SUPERFUND SITE, AND LOCAL OFFICIALS
EXPRESSED CONCERN ABOUT WHETHER PROPERTY VALUES WOULD DECLINE.

REGIONAL HAZARDOUS WASTE PROBLEMS IN MONMOUTH COUNTY.  AREA RESIDENTS AND LOCAL OFFICIALS WERE
CONCERNED ABOUT A NUMBER OF HAZARDOUS WASTE PROBLEMS DISCOVERED RECENTLY IN MONMOUTH COUNTY.  LOCAL
OFFICIALS BELIEVED THAT STATE AND FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AGENCIES HAD NOT BEEN RESPONSIVE ENOUGH TO THE
COUNTY-WIDE HAZARDOUS WASTE SITUATION.

COORDINATION WITH LOCAL OFFICIALS.  OFFICIALS FROM THE MONMOUTH COUNTY BOARD OF HEALTH AND WALL
TOWNSHIP EXPRESSED A DESIRE TO BE KEPT INFORMED ABOUT ACTIVITIES AND DEVELOPMENTS AT THE WALDICK
AEROSPACE DEVICES SITE.  THE OFFICIALS EMPHASIZED THAT THIS WOULD BE NECESSARY IN ORDER TO SHARE
INFORMATION WITH THE COMMUNITY AND BE RESPONSIVE TO THE RESIDENTS' QUESTIONS AND CONCERNS.

IN DECEMBER 1985 EPA HELD A PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING TO DISCUSS THE PLANNED RI/FS WITH AREA RESIDENTS AND
OFFICIALS.  APPROXIMATELY 100 PEOPLE ATTENDED THE MEETING, WHICH WAS PART OF A REGULARLY SCHEDULED TOWNSHIP
COMMITTEE MEETING.

THE CONCERNS PRIMARILY IDENTIFIED WERE AMONG THOSE EXPRESSED BY RESIDENTS AND OFFICIALS AT THE SCOPING
MEETING.  ADDITIONAL CONCERNS EXPRESSED INVOLVED:

FUNDING OF INVESTIGATION AND CLEANUP.  RESIDENTS AND BUSINESS REPRESENTATIVES EXPRESSED INTEREST IN
KNOWING WHO WOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR FUNDING ANY CLEANUP THAT MIGHT BE NECESSARY AT PROPERTIES BEYOND
THE SITE.

LIABILITY CONCERNS.  BUSINESS REPRESENTATIVES QUESTIONED WHETHER OWNERS OF OFF-SITE PROPERTIES WOULD
BE HELD LIABLE FOR ANY HARM OCCURRING TO INDIVIDUALS OCCUPYING THEIR PROPERTIES AS A RESULT OF
CONTAMINANT MIGRATION.

PRIVATE WELL TESTING.  SEVERAL INDIVIDUALS IN THE COMMUNITY WHO USE PRIVATE RESIDENTIAL WELLS FOR
IRRIGATION AND LAWN WATERING WERE INTERESTED IN HAVING THEIR WELLS TESTED FOR POSSIBLE CONTAMINATION.

II. SUMMARY OF MAJOR QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND EPA RESPONSES

COMMENTS RAISED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD ARE SUMMARIZED BELOW.  THE COMMENT PERIOD WAS HELD FROM JULY
9, 1987 TO AUGUST 9, 1987 TO RECEIVE COMMENTS ON THE RI/FS AND THE PRAP.  THE COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE
COMMENT PERIOD ARE SUMMARIZED AND ORGANIZED ACCORDING TO THE FOLLOWING CATEGORIES:

A. POTENTIAL HEALTH HAZARDS;



B. RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH POSSIBLE FIRES;

C. TIME FRAME FOR REMEDIATION OF SITE AND COMPLETION OF SITE CLEAN-UP;

D. BUILDING DECONTAMINATION VERSUS DEMOLITION;

E. TECHNICAL QUESTIONS REGARDING AIR STRIPPING; AND

F. OTHER CONCERNS.

THERE WERE ALSO COMMENTS PERTAINING TO SITE GROUND-WATER CONTAMINATION; HOWEVER, THESE WILL BE ADDRESSED IN
SECTION III:  REMAINING CONCERNS, AS GROUND WATER WILL BE ADDRESSED AS A SEPARATE OPERABLE UNIT IN ANOTHER
FS.

A. POTENTIAL HEALTH HAZARDS

1. COMMENT:  A RESIDENT LIVING DOWNGRADIENT OF THE SITE IS USING SHALLOW WELL WATER FOR IRRIGATION BECAUSE OF
A TOWNSHIP RESTRICTION ON WATER USAGE.  THE RESIDENT ASKED IF THERE ARE ANY CURRENT OR FUTURE HEALTH HAZARDS
THAT MIGHT BE ASSOCIATED WITH THIS PRACTICE.

EPA RESPONSE:  THERE HAS BEEN NO INDICATION OF CONTAMINATION AT THOSE WELLS AND THEREFORE, USE OF GROUND
WATER FROM THE IMMEDIATE VICINITY OF THESE WELLS CURRENTLY DOES NOT POSE A PUBLIC HEALTH RISK.  EPA WILL
CONTINUE TO MONITOR THESE WELLS DURING REMEDIATION, AND IF ANY CONTAMINATION IS DETECTED, THE SITUATION WILL
BE REEVALUATED AND APPROPRIATE ACTION TAKEN AT THAT TIME.  EVEN IF CONTAMINATION IS DETECTED IN GROUND WATER
USED FOR IRRIGATION, IT IS UNLIKELY TO LEAD TO SUBSTANTIAL EXPOSURE AND PUBLIC HEALTH RISK.  THIS IS BECAUSE
IRRIGATION IS GENERALLY INFREQUENT (LESS THAN DAILY USE FOR ONLY A SMALL FRACTION OF ANY DAY) AND BECAUSE
CONTACT WITH ANY CONTAMINATED WATER IS LIKELY TO OCCUR EVEN LESS FREQUENTLY.

2. COMMENT:  SEVERAL RESIDENTS ASKED IF THE CONTAMINATION WOULD WORSEN OR CONTINUE TO MIGRATE OFF-SITE DURING
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE REMEDIAL ACTION AT THE SITE.

EPA RESPONSE:  EPA WILL CONTINUE TO MONITOR THE SITE AND THE LEVEL OF GROUND WATER CONTAMINATION UNTIL SITE
REMEDIATION IS COMPLETED.  IF A PROBLEM DOES DEVELOP, RESIDENTS WILL BE PROMPTLY NOTIFIED.

3. COMMENT:  EPA LISTED VINYL CHLORIDE AS ONE OF THE CONTAMINANTS IDENTIFIED AT THE SITE.  A RESIDENT STATED
THAT VINYL CHLORIDE IS KNOWN TO BE A DANGEROUS, CANCER CAUSING CHEMICAL, AND ASKED IF THIS SHOULD BE CAUSE
FOR CONCERN.

EPA RESPONSE:  VINYL CHLORIDE IS CLASSIFIED AS A HUMAN CARCINOGEN BY EPA.  HOWEVER, ONLY LOW LEVELS OF VINYL
CHLORIDE HAVE BEEN DETECTED IN ONE GROUND-WATER WELL AT THE WALDICK SITE.  AS THIS GROUND WATER IS CURRENTLY
NOT USED, EXPOSURE DOES NOT OCCUR AND THIS CONTAMINATION DOES NOT CURRENTLY POSE A RISK.  IN THE UNLIKELY
EVENT THAT EXPOSURE TO THE CONTAMINATED WATER DID OCCUR, SUCH EXPOSURE COULD POSE A PUBLIC HEALTH RISK, BUT
THE RISK OF CANCER WOULD BE EXTREMELY SMALL (LESS THAN A ONE IN ONE MILLION CHANCE OF GETTING CANCER AS A
DIRECT RESULT OF EXPOSURE) UNDER MOST POTENTIAL SCENARIOS.

4. COMMENT:  MANY PEOPLE STILL FISH AT OLD MILL POND AND HANNABRAND BROOK.  A RESIDENT EXPRESSED CONCERN THAT
THERE IS POTENTIAL FOR FISHING TO BE UNSAFE, AND THAT NO FISHING SIGNS SHOULD BE POSTED.

EPA RESPONSE:  THE MONMOUTH COUNTY BOARD OF HEALTH AND THE NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF FISH, GAME, AND WILDLIFE
HAVE INVESTIGATED THIS ISSUE, AND BELIEVE THAT EVEN THOUGH THE SITUATION MERITS FURTHER INVESTIGATION, THERE
IS NO NEED AT THIS TIME TO SUSPEND FISHING IN THE AREA.  EPA WILL CONTINUE TO MONITOR THIS SITUATION DURING
REMEDIATION, AND WILL FOCUS ON SURFACE WATERS AS PART OF THE NEXT OPERABLE UNIT FOR THIS SITE.

B. RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH POSSIBLE FIRES

1. COMMENT:  A RESIDENT ASKED IF THERE WAS ANY RISK OF FIRE OR EXPLOSION AT THE SITE NOW OR IN THE COURSE OF
SITE CLEAN-UP ACTIVITIES.



EPA RESPONSE:  ALL CONTAINERIZED MATERIALS ON SITE WERE CAREFULLY REMOVED AND THE SITE IS CLEAR OF CHEMICALS
EXCEPT FOR THOSE IN THE GROUND.  THE LEVELS OF THE CONTAMINANTS IN THE GROUND ARE SUCH THAT THEY DO NOT POSE
A RISK OF FIRE OR EXPLOSION.

2. COMMENT:  THE INDIVIDUAL FOLLOWED UP BY ASKING WHAT PROTECTION FIREMEN WOULD REQUIRE IF A FIRE DID HAVE TO
BE FOUGHT ON THE SITE, AND WHETHER RESPIRATORS WOULD BE NECESSARY.

EPA RESPONSE:  RESPIRATORS WERE NOT USED DURING FIELD SAMPLING AT THE SITE AND WOULD NOT BE NECESSARY FOR
FIREFIGHTERS IN THE UNLIKELY EVENT OF A FIRE AT THE SITE.  AS NOTED ABOVE, THE CONTAMINANTS CURRENTLY PRESENT
AT THE SITE ARE IN THE GROUND AND EXPOSURE TO THESE CONTAMINANTS IS HIGHLY UNLIKELY TO BE INCREASED BY A
FIRE.

3. COMMENT:  A VOLUNTEER FIREMAN WAS CONCERNED THAT TOXIC OR NOXIOUS FUMES MIGHT STILL ESCAPE IN THE EVENT OF
A FIRE, WHICH COULD NECESSITATE EVACUATION OF THE AREA.

EPA RESPONSE:  VOLATILE CONTAMINANTS HAVE MOST LIKELY EVAPORATED FROM SOILS TO DEPTHS THAT WOULD BE HEATED BY
A FIRE.  NO FUMES THAT WOULD REQUIRE EVACUATION ARE ANTICIPATED IN THE EVENT OF A FIRE.

C. TIME FRAME FOR REMEDIATION OF SITE AND COMPLETION OF SITE CLEAN-UP.

1. COMMENT:  AN INDIVIDUAL WANTED EPA'S ASSURANCE THAT THE AREA WOULD BE COMPLETELY REMEDIATED AND WANTED TO
KNOW IF ANYTHING WOULD BE LEFT BEHIND AFTER CLEAN-UP OF THE SITE.

EPA RESPONSE:  EXTENSIVE TESTING AT THE SITE WILL HELP ENSURE THAT NO SIGNIFICANT CONTAMINATION REMAINS AFTER
CLEAN-UP.  MONITORING AT THE SITE WILL CONTINUE TO ENSURE THAT ANY TREATED MATERIALS LEFT ON OR UNDER THE
SITE DO NOT CAUSE RESIDUAL PROBLEMS.

2. COMMENT:  SEVERAL RESIDENTS WERE INTERESTED IN KNOWING THE TIME FRAME FOR REMEDIATION OF THE SITE.  THEY
ASKED WHEN THE RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) WOULD BE SIGNED, IF THE REMEDIAL DESIGN (RD) WOULD START BEFORE THE
END OF THE YEAR, AND HOW LONG THE REMEDIAL ACTION (RA) WOULD TAKE TO COMPLETE.

EPA RESPONSE:  ONCE A FINAL DECISION IS MADE ON WHICH REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE WILL BE USED AT THE FIRST OPERABLE
UNIT AT THE SITE, EPA WILL PROCEED ACCORDING TO THE TIME TABLE OUTLINED IN THE PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN. 
THE RD WILL TAKE APPROXIMATELY SIX MONTHS, AND THE RA SHOULD TAKE TWO TO THREE YEARS TO IMPLEMENT, DEPENDING
ON THE ALTERNATIVE SELECTED.  THE ROD WILL BE SIGNED IN SEPTEMBER AFTER DUE CONSIDERATION OF ALL COMMENTS
RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.

D. BUILDING DECONTAMINATION VERSUS DEMOLITION

1. COMMENT:  A RESIDENT ASKED WHETHER THE BUILDINGS ON THE SITE WERE BADLY CONTAMINATED IN THE WALLS AND
FLOORS, OR IF JUST THE SURFACES WERE CONTAMINATED.  THE RESIDENT ALSO WANTED TO KNOW IF THE FLOORS WOULD HAVE
TO BE DESTROYED, AND WHETHER THE BUILDINGS WOULD EVER BE SAFE FOR FUTURE WORKERS.

EPA RESPONSE:  BASED ON REPRESENTATIVE SAMPLING, THE FLOORS SHOWED THE GREATEST RANGE OF CONTAMINANTS AND THE
HIGHEST LEVELS OF CONTAMINATION BOTH AT THE SURFACE AND WITHIN THE CONCRETE.  IF AT ALL POSSIBLE, THEY WILL
BE WASHED WITH A SOLVENT, AND THEN SEALED.  THIS IS A PROVEN AND ACCEPTABLE METHOD OF REMEDIATION, AND
PROVIDES A GOOD MARGIN OF SAFETY FOR FUTURE WORKERS.

2. COMMENT:  A RESIDENT ASKED WHY THE ON-SITE BUILDINGS WERE NOT JUST DEMOLISHED.

EPA RESPONSE:  DEMOLITION OF BUILDINGS MAY NOT BE WARRANTED IN THIS CASE.  EPA ALWAYS LOOKS FOR REMEDIATION
TECHNIQUES THAT AVOID OR MINIMIZE DESTRUCTION OF PROPERTY.  THERE IS A GOOD POSSIBILITY THAT THE BUILDINGS
CAN BE USED AGAIN.

3. COMMENT:  THE SAME RESIDENT FOLLOWED UP HIS QUESTION BY ASKING IF THE PROPERTY OWNER COULD DEMOLISH THE
BUILDINGS AFTER THE CLEANUP.



EPA RESPONSE:  EPA'S RESPONSIBILITY IS TO MAXIMIZE THE POTENTIAL FOR RE-USE OF SUPERFUND SITES.  ANY OWNER(S)
OF THE REMEDIATED PROPERTY CAN DO AS THEY PLEASE WITH THE BUILDINGS.  IF DEMOLITION DID OCCUR, THE RUBBLE
COULD THEN BE TAKEN TO A STANDARD LANDFILL, AS OPPOSED TO A RCRA APPROVED DISPOSAL FACILITY.

E. TECHNICAL QUESTIONS REGARDING AIR STRIPPING.

1. COMMENT:  A CITIZEN ASKED IF THE VOLATILES GO INTO A CARBON FILTER DURING AIR STRIPPING, AND WHAT WOULD
HAPPEN TO THE CARBON WHEN IT BECAME SATURATED.

EPA RESPONSE:  WHEN THE CARBON FILTER BECOMES SATURATED, IT WILL BE SENT TO A PERMITTED FACILITY FOR
REGENERATION OR DISPOSAL, AS APPROPRIATE.

2. COMMENT:  A RESIDENT REQUESTED MORE INFORMATION ON THE POTENTIAL DANGERS OF AIR STRIPPING.

EPA RESPONSE:  AIR STRIPPING IS AN EFFECTIVE TECHNOLOGY AND HAS BEEN UTILIZED SUCCESSFULLY ELSEWHERE IN THE
COUNTRY.  AIR STRIPPING CAN BE USED IN DIFFERENT WAYS, AND A PILOT STUDY WILL BE CONDUCTED DURING THE
REMEDIAL DESIGN TO DETERMINE THE MOST EFFECTIVE USE OF THE TECHNOLOGY AT THE WALDICK SITE.

3. COMMENT:  THE RESIDENT FOLLOWED UP HIS PREVIOUS QUESTION BY ASKING ABOUT THE RECORD OF PERFORMANCE OF AIR
STRIPPING.

EPA RESPONSE:  AIR STRIPPING HAS A HIGH RECORD OF PERFORMANCE.

F. OTHER CONCERNS

1. COMMENT:  A RESIDENT WANTED TO KNOW IF ANYTHING WOULD BE DONE WITH THE MONITORING WELLS IN BROOK PLAZA.

EPA RESPONSE:  EPA WOULD LIKE TO KEEP THE WELLS AVAILABLE FOR FUTURE MONITORING.  HOWEVER, AT THE DEVELOPER'S
REQUEST, THEY WILL BE FLUSH-MOUNTED TO AVOID ANY IMPACT ON NORMAL ACTIVITIES AND PARKING LOT CAPACITY.

2. COMMENT:  TWO RESIDENTS ASKED ABOUT POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES (PRPS) AT THE SITE.  THEY ALSO ASKED
IF ANY PRPS HAD BEEN IDENTIFIED UPGRADIENT OF THE SITE.  THEY WANTED TO KNOW IF THERE WAS A POSSIBILITY FOR
FINANCIAL RECOVERY OF THE COSTS INCURRED AT THE WALDICK AEROSPACE DEVICES SITE.

EPA RESPONSE:  THERE IS NO EVIDENCE OF CONTAMINATION FROM UPGRADIENT SOURCES, ALTHOUGH THREE POTENTIAL
SOURCES HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED AND INVESTIGATION.  EPA TYPICALLY ASKS ANY IDENTIFIED PRPS TO CLEAN UP A SITE
WITH EPA SUPERVISION, BUT IF NO COOPERATION IS FORTHCOMING, THEN EPA DOES THE JOB AND SEEKS REIMBURSEMENT
AFTER COMPLETION AND THE TOTAL COST IS KNOWN.

3. COMMENT:  A RESIDENT WAS CONCERNED ABOUT ACCESS TO THE SITE, AND ASKED IF THE SITE WAS FENCED AND SECURE.

EPA RESPONSE:  THERE IS LIMITED ACCESS BEYOND THE FRONT FENCE.  THE INITIAL EPA REMOVAL TEAM EVALUATED ALL
EXISTING ACCESS ROUTES AND PEDESTRIAN TRAFFIC AND CONCLUDED THAT THE EXISTING SECURITY WAS ADEQUATE.  THE
ACCESS WILL BE RE-EVALUATED DURING REMEDIATION.

4. COMMENT:  A RESIDENT QUESTIONED WHETHER EPA WAS AWARE OF A HOUSING DEVELOPMENT BEING BUILT NEAR THE
WALDICK AEROSPACE DEVICES SITE.  THE RESIDENT IS CONCERNED THAT PRIVATE WELLS MIGHT BE UTILIZED AT THE
DEVELOPMENT, OR THAT OVERFLOW FROM THE RETENTION BASIN MIGHT FLOW OVER THE WALDICK SITE AND PICK UP SURFACE
CONTAMINANTS.

EPA RESPONSE:  EPA WAS NOT AWARE OF THE DEVELOPMENT; HOWEVER, THERE ARE A NUMBER OF ZONING RESTRICTIONS
IMPOSED BY LOCAL, COUNTY, AND STATE OFFICIALS, AND IF THERE WERE ANY PROBLEMS THEN EPA WOULD BE INFORMED
THROUGH THE COMMUNICATION CHANNELS ESTABLISHED IN THE COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLAN DEVELOPED BY EPA.

UPDATE:  EPA PERSONNEL VISITED THE LAND USE DEPARTMENT'S OFFICE IN WALL TOWNSHIP TO DISCUSS THIS HOUSING
DEVELOPMENT AND OBTAIN COPIES OF THE PLANS.  THE DEVELOPMENT IS WELL UPGRADIENT OF THE WALDICK SITE, JUST
SOUTHEAST OF THE INTERSECTION OF OCEAN ROAD & BAILEY'S CORNER ROAD.  FLOOD CONTROL ISSUES APPEAR TO HAVE BEEN



ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED IN THE ENGINEERING REPORT, BUT EPA WILL CONTINUE TO MONITOR THIS PROJECT AFTER
CONSTRUCTION BEGINS.  IN ADDITION, MOST OF THE CONTAMINATION AT THE WALDICK SITE IS UNDERGROUND, SO SURFACE
RUNOFF IS NOT CONSIDERED A PRIMARY MEANS OF CONTAMINANT MIGRATION.

III. REMAINING CONCERNS

THIS SECTION DESCRIBES COMMUNITY CONCERNS THAT EPA WILL TAKE INTO ACCOUNT DURING THE REMEDIAL DESIGN AND
REMEDIAL ACTION AT THE WALDICK AEROSPACE DEVICES SITE.

THE CURRENT DRAFT FS AND PRAP FOCUS ON THE SOIL AND BUILDING CONTAMINATION AT THE SITE.  CONTAMINATION IN THE
GROUND WATER, SURFACE WATER, AND SEDIMENTS WILL BE ADDRESSED AS A FUTURE OPERABLE UNIT.  THE ISSUE OF
POTENTIAL GROUND-WATER CONTAMINATION WAS A SIGNIFICANT CONCERN OF RESIDENTS AND LOCAL OFFICIALS DURING EPA'S
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD.  SOME OF THESE CONCERNS HAVE ALREADY BEEN DOCUMENTED IN THIS RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY IN
CONJUNCTION WITH OTHER CATEGORIES OF CONCERN, SUCH AS POTENTIAL HEALTH HAZARDS AND THE POSSIBILITY OF THE
CONTAMINATION MIGRATING THROUGH THE GROUND WATER.  SEVERAL RESIDENTS ALSO ASKED ABOUT THE USE OF SHALLOW WELL
WATER FOR IRRIGATION, AND WHETHER OFF-SITE PONDS AND STREAMS WERE SAFE FOR FISHING.  OTHER GROUND-WATER
CONTAMINATION CONCERNS ARE ADDRESSED BELOW:

A. COMMENT:  A RESIDENT ASKED IF GROUND-WATER CONTAMINATION WOULD CONTINUE TO BE MONITORED AFTER EPA
IMPLEMENTS THE CHOSEN REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE AT THE SITE.

EPA RESPONSE:  THE GROUND WATER ISSUE WILL BE THE SUBJECT OF SEPARATE RI, WHICH WILL FULLY EXAMINE THE GROUND
WATER TO DETERMINE IF THE GROUND WATER WILL REQUIRE REMEDIATION.  AFTER THE FINAL OPERABLE UNIT HAS BEEN
IMPLEMENTED, THE GROUND WATER WILL BE SAMPLED PERIODICALLY AS PART OF THE LONG-TERM ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING
PROGRAM.  THIS ACTIVITY WILL ENSURE THAT NO RESIDUAL PROBLEMS DEVELOP TO ENDANGER PUBLIC HEALTH OR THE
ENVIRONMENT.

B. COMMENT:  AN INDIVIDUAL LIVING SOUTHEAST OF THE SITE INQUIRED IF HER WELL WAS CONTAMINATED, AS EPA'S
INVESTIGATIONS HAVE SHOWN THAT GROUND WATER IN THE AREA FLOWS IN A SOUTHEASTERLY DIRECTION.

EPA RESPONSE:  THE AVAILABLE DATA INDICATE THAT THE RESIDENT'S WELL SHOULD NOT BE CONTAMINATED AT THIS TIME. 
EPA HAS MONITORING WELLS IN PLACE TO DETERMINE THE EXTENT OF OFF-SITE CONTAMINANT MIGRATION.



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION II

DATE:     SEP 16 1987

SUBJECT:  RECORD OF DECISION FOR WALDICK
          AEROSPACE DEVICES

FROM:     STEPHEN D. LUFTIG, DIRECTOR
          EMERGENCY AND REMEDIAL RESPONSE DIVISION

TO:       CHRISTOPHER J. DAGGETT
          REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR

ATTACHED FOR YOUR APPROVAL IS THE RECORD OF DECISION (ROD) FOR THE WALDICK AEROSPACE DEVICES SITE IN WALL
TOWNSHIP, NEW JERSEY.  YOU VERBALLY CONCURRED WITH THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE FOR THIS SITE AT OUR JULY 15,
1987 BRIEFING ON THE RESULTS OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILITY STUDY.

THE SELECTED REMEDY IS THE FIRST OPERABLE UNIT AT THE WALDICK SITE.  IT INVOLVES A SOURCE CONTROL ACTION
INCLUDING BUILDING REMEDIATION AND TREATMENT OF THE CONTAMINATED SOILS.  EXCAVATION AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF
SOME OF THE TREATED SOILS WILL BE NECESSARY, ALTHOUGH THE ACTUAL VOLUME REMOVED WILL DEPEND ON THE
EFFECTIVENESS OF THE TREATMENT PROCESS.  FUTURE ACTIONS AT WALDICK WILL FOCUS ON OFF-SITE GROUND AND SURFACE
WATERS AND BE THE SUBJECT OF A SUBSEQUENT ROD.  THE CAPITAL COST FOR THE SOURCE CONTROL ACTION IS $2.6
MILLION, WITH A PRESENT WORTH OF $3.2 MILLION.

A PUBLIC MEETING TO DISCUSS THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE WAS HELD ON JULY 23, 1987.  THE PUBLIC DID EXPRESS
ITS AGREEMENT WITH THE SOURCE CONTROL ACTION AT THAT TIME.  HOWEVER, SOME RESIDENTS WERE CONCERNED ABOUT
THEIR DRINKING WATER AND WHETHER THE BUILDINGS WOULD BE SAFE FOR OCCUPANCY AFTER DECONTAMINATION. ASSURANCES
WERE PROVIDED THAT THE GROUND WATER INVESTIGATION WOULD CONTINUE AND, FURTHER, THAT WE EXPECTED THE
DECONTAMINATION PROCEDURES TO RENDER THE BUILDINGS SAFE FOR FURTHER USE.

THE ROD HAS BEEN REVIEWED BY THE APPROPRIATE PROGRAM OFFICES WITHIN REGION II AND THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY,
AND THEIR INPUT AND COMMENTS ARE REFLECTED IN THIS DOCUMENT.  IN ADDITION, A LETTER FROM THE COMMISSIONER OF
THE NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION, RICHARD T. DEWLING, CONCURRING WITH THE SELECTED
REMEDY, IS ATTACHED.

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, I WILL BE HAPPY TO DISCUSS THEM AT YOUR CONVENIENCE.

ATTACHMENTS.



TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF THE INITIAL HISTORY OF THE WALDICK AEROSPACE SITE

   DATE                       ACTIVITY                     RESULT

   LATE 1979       WALDICK AEROSPACE DEVICES,      WASTE WATER FROM
                   INC. LEASES PROPERTY AND        MANUFACTURING AND
                   BEGINS OPERATIONS IN WALL       ELECTROPLATING
                   TOWNSHIP                        PROCESSES DISCHARGED
                                                   DIRECTLY ONTO GROUND
                                                   OUTSIDE BUILDING

   JUNE 1982       INITIAL SITE INSPECTION BY      EVIDENCE OF ILLEGAL
                   STATE AND COUNTY AGENCIES       WASTE DISPOSAL PRACTICES
                   (NJDEP, MCDCJ, MCBH)            AND CONTAMINATION
                                                   DISCOVERED

   OCTOBER 1982    NJDEP REQUESTS SITE CLEANUP     FOUR MONITORING WELLS
                                                   INSTALLED AT THE SITE

   JANUARY 1983    ON-SITE MONITORING WELLS        SAMPLING RESULTS
                   SAMPLED BY NJDEP                INDICATED GROUND WATER
                                                   AND SOIL CONTAMINATION

   JUNE 1983       SOIL EXCAVATION AT SOUTHEAST    80 CU FT OF SOIL
                   CORNER AND WESTERN SIDE OF      EXCAVATED AND STORED
                   MAIN BUILDING                   ON-SITE; REMOVED ONE
                                                   YEAR LATER

   MARCH 1984      RESPONSIBLE PARTIES PROSECUTED  COMPANY OFFICERS ORDERED
                   IN NJ SUPERIOR COURT; KLS       TO CLEAN UP THE SITE BY
                   INDUSTRIES (SISTER COMPANY)     SEPTEMBER 1, 1984
                   NAMED AS SOLE DEFENDANT

   OCTOBER 1984    SITE INSPECTION AND FOLLOW-UP   EXCAVATED SOIL AND
                   SAMPLING BY MCBH AFTER          DRUMMED WASTE FOUND TO
                   CLEANUP DEADLINE                HAVE BEEN REMOVED FROM
                                                   SITE. SAMPLING
                                                   INDICATED HIGH LEVELS
                                                   OF METALS IN BOTH SOIL
                                                   AND GROUND WATER. MCBH
                                                   RECOMMENDED
                                                   ADDITIONAL CLEANUP

   OCTOBER 1984    SITE PROPOSED FOR INCLUSION     FINAL APPROVAL FOR NPL
                   ON NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST     GIVEN 6/86; RANKED
                   (NPL) TO BECOME ELIGIBLE FOR    NO. 258 ON 3/87 LISTING
                   SUPERFUND MONIES

   JANUARY 1985    FACILITY FOUND TO BE INACTIVE   SITE SECURED; BUILDINGS
                   AND UNOCCUPIED                  AND FRONT GATE LOCKED

   APRIL 1985      COUNTY PROSECUTOR SENDS MEMO    NO FURTHER ACTIONS
                   TO RESPONSIBLE PARTIES TO       TAKEN BY COMPANY
                   REQUEST ADDITIONAL REMEDIAL     OFFICERS
                   MEASURES



   APRIL 1985      EPA BEGINS A RI/FS FOR THE      CDM, EPA'S PRIME
                   WALDICK AEROSPACE SITE          CONTRACTOR, BEGINS
                                                   PRELIMINARY
                                                   INVESTIGATION.

TABLE 2

CONCENTRATION OF CADMIUM IN GROUND WATER AT WALDICK
(NATIONAL PRIMARY DRINKING WATER STANDARD = 0.01 PPM)

    WELL           NJDEP (SAMPLED 2/83)        MCBH (SAMPLED 10/84)

     1               LT 0.001 PPM                    6.3 PPM

     2               LT 0.001                        3.2

     3                   .027                       12.6

     4                   .081                        6.7.



TABLE 3
(PAGE 1 OF 2)

      MAJOR SOIL CONTAMINANTS FOUND AT THE WALDICK AEROSPACE SITE

   A. BETWEEN MAIN BUILDING AND AUTO SUPPLY STORE (INCLUDED IN AREA 2)

                                                            NJDEP
   ORGANIC CONTAMINANTS    DEPTH      SAMPLING DATES       CLEANUP
    (ALL UNITS IN PPM)     (FT)      6/85       11/85     OBJECTIVES

   TETRACHLOROETHENE         1  GT 6,400        76
                             3         0.630

   TRICHLOROETHENE           1        47        21          1 PPM
                                                            (ONE
   TRANS-1,2-DICHLOROETHENE  1                   0.250      PART
                                                            PER
   CHLOROBENZENE             1         0.140                MILLION)
                                                            FOR
   ETHYLBENZENE              1         0.140                TOTAL
                                                            VOLATILE
   1,1-DICHLOROETHENE        1                   0.120      ORGANICS
                                                            (TVOS)
   TOLUENE                   1                   0.080

   CHLOROFORM                1                   0.040

   1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE     1      GT 0.021
                             3                GT 0.006

   BIS (2-ETHYLHEXYL)        1                 400        10 PPM FOR
     PHTHALATE                                            BASE/NEUTRAL
                                                          EXTRACTABLES

   INORGANIC CONTAMINANTS (PPM)

   CADMIUM                   1    16,200     2,270           3
                             3       288

   CHROMIUM (TOTAL)          1     3,160     4,390         100
                             3        66

   ALUMINUM                  1              11,800          NA

   ZINC                      1               3,840         350

   LEAD                      1       625                   250-1,000

   NICKEL                    1       140       100         100

   CYANIDE                   1                  84          NA



TABLE 3
(PAGE 2 OF 2)

MAJOR SOIL CONTAMINANTS FOUND AT THE WALDICK AEROSPACE SITE
(CONTINUED)
ALL UNITS IN PPM

   B. FRONT LAWN OF MAIN BUILDING (INCLUDED IN AREA 2)

                           DEPTH     SAMPLING DATES     NJDEP
   ORGANICS                (FT)     6/85       11/85     CO

   TETRACHLOROETHENE         1         4.9              1 PPM
                             2         1.0              (ONE
                                                        PART PER
   1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE     2      GT 0.009            MILLION)
                                                        FOR
   TOLUENE                   2      GT 0.009            TOTAL
                                                        VOLATILE
   TRICHLOROETHENE          3.5     GT 0.005            ORGANICS

   INORGANICS

   CADMIUM                   1       520                3 PPM
                             2     1,420
                            3.5      139

   C. REAR OF MAIN BUILDING (INCLUDED IN AREA 1)

                           DEPTH     SAMPLING DATES      NJDEP
   ORGANICS                (FT)     6/85       11/85      COS

   1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE     1      GT 0.005            1 PPM
                             2        10                (ONE
                             3                  5.2     PART PER
                                                        MILLION)
   TETRACHLOROETHENE         2         4.6              FOR
                             3                  0.580   TOTAL
                                                        VOLATILE
   TOLUENE                   3                  0.040   ORGANICS

   BIS (2-ETHYLHEXYL)        3                  2.2    10 PPM FOR
     PHTHALATE                                         BASE/NEUTRAL
                                                       EXTRACTABLES.



TABLE 4
(PAGE 1 OF 4)

SCREENING OF REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES
WALDICK AEROSPACE DEVICES SITE

                        APPLICABILITY
                   OVERALL   SOIL    SOIL   LIMITATIONS/       TECHNOLOGY
   TECHNOLOGY        SITE   AREA 1  AREA 2  DISADVANTAGES       RETAINED

   I. CONTAINMENT/ENCAPSULATION

   SLURRY WALL       YES     YES     YES    NO CONFINING           YES
                                            LAYER

   STEEL SHEET       NO      YES     YES    QUESTIONABLE           NO
     PILES                                  SEAL INTEGRITY

   SURFACE CAP       YES     YES     YES    HORIZONTAL             YES
                                            MIGRATION
                                            UNAFFECTED

   WATER TABLE ADJUSTMENT:

   - ACTIVE          NO      NO      NO     CONTAMINATION IS       NO
     (PUMPING)                              ABOVE WATER TABLE

   - PASSIVE         YES     YES     YES    SUBJECT TO             YES
     (SUBSURFACE                            CLOGGING
     DRAINS)

   II. IN-SITU TREATMENT

   PHYSICAL TREATMENT

   AIR STRIPPING     YES     YES     YES    DOES NOT TREAT         YES
                                            METALS

   VITRIFICATION     NO      YES     YES    LIMITED IN-SITU        NO
                                            USE; OFF-GASES
                                            MUST BE TREATED;
                                            PILOTING REQUIRED

   HEATING           NO      YES     YES    DOES NOT TREAT         NO
                                            METALS;
                                            ENERGY-INTENSIVE;
                                            NO CONFINING LAYER;
                                            STEAM INJECTION
                                            GENERATES LARGE
                                            AMOUNTS OF LIQUID
                                            WASTES THAT MUST
                                            BE TREATED



TABLE 4
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                        APPLICABILITY
                   OVERALL   SOIL    SOIL   LIMITATIONS/       TECHNOLOGY
   TECHNOLOGY        SITE   AREA 1  AREA 2  DISADVANTAGES       RETAINED

   FREEZING          NO     YES     YES     ENERGY-INTENSIVE;      NO
                                            SITE MUST BE
                                            KEPT FROZEN

   SOLIDIFICATION    NO     YES     YES     NOT DESIGNED TO        NO
                                            TREAT VOLATILES;
                                            DIFFICULTIES
                                            IN-SITU; MIXING
                                            DIFFICULT; WASTE
                                            VOLUME INCREASE;
                                            SUBJECT TO LEACHING
   BIOLOGICAL TREATMENT

   AEROBIC/          NO     YES     YES     NO CONFINING           NO
     ANAEROBIC                              LAYER; NOT
                                            APPROPRIATE FOR
                                            METALS; ANAEROBIC
                                            PRODUCTS MAY BE MORE
                                            TOXIC THAN ORIGINAL
                                            CONTAMINANTS; REACTIONS
                                            MAY MOBILIZE
                                            SOME CONTAMINANTS
   CHEMICAL TREATMENT

   SOIL FLUSHING     NO     YES      YES    NO CONFINING           NO
                                            LAYER; ONLY
                                            WATER-SOLUBLE
                                            CONTAMINANTS REMOVED;
                                            SOIL CONTAMINATION
                                            MAY PERSIST; WASTEWATER
                                            GENERATED WOULD
                                            REQUIRE TREATMENT
                                            AND DISPOSAL
   IMMOBILIZATION

   CHEMICAL          NO     NO       NO     CONTAMINANT-SPECIFIC;  NO
     PRECIPITATION                          FIELD CONDITIONS
                                            NOT SUITABLE;
                                            PERMANENCY NOT
                                            ASSURED



TABLE 4
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                        APPLICABILITY
                   OVERALL   SOIL    SOIL   LIMITATIONS/       TECHNOLOGY
   TECHNOLOGY        SITE   AREA 1  AREA 2  DISADVANTAGES       RETAINED

   POLYMERIZATION    NO     NO       NO     QUESTIONABLE DUE TO    NO
                                            COMPLEX CONTAMINANTS;
                                            MAY BE EFFECTIVE ONLY
                                            FOR HIGH CONCENTRATIONS;
                                            INTENDED FOR LIQUID
                                            WASTES

   ADSORPTION        NO     NO       NO     NO CONFINING LAYER;    NO
                                            NO UNIVERSAL
                                            ADSORBENTS

   DETOXIFICATION

   REDUCTION         NO     YES      YES    LIMITED POTENTIAL      NO
                                            FOR USE ON CHROMIUM;
                                            TREATMENT OF ORGANICS
                                            NOT YET DEMONSTRATED;
                                            PRODUCTS MAY BE MORE
                                            TOXIC THAN REACTANTS;
                                            NO CONFINING LAYER

   NEUTRALIZATION    NO     NO      NO      CONTAMINANT-SPECIFIC;  NO
                                            NO SINGLE PH APPLIES

   OXIDATION         NO     YES     YES     MIXING DIFFICULTIES    NO

   III. ON-SITE TREATMENT

   PHYSICAL TREATMENT

   AIR STRIPPING     YES    YES     YES     METALS NOT TREATED;    NO
                                            NO ADVANTAGES OVER
                                            IN-SITU TREATMENT

   VITRIFICATION     YES    YES     YES     HIGH TEMPERATURES      YES
                                            MAY DAMAGE STRUCTURES;
                                            NOT FEASIBLE FOR
                                            IN-SITU TREATMENT



TABLE 4
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                        APPLICABILITY
                   OVERALL   SOIL    SOIL   LIMITATIONS/       TECHNOLOGY
   TECHNOLOGY        SITE   AREA 1  AREA 2  DISADVANTAGES       RETAINED

   MECHANICAL       NO      YES     YES     METALS NOT TREATED;    NO
     AERATION                               REQUIRES A LARGE
                                            LAND AREA AND
                                            ELABORATE AIR
                                            EMISSION CONTROLS

   THERMAL          YES     YES     YES     METALS NOT TREATED;    NO
     TREATMENT                              REQUIRES AIR EMISSION
                                            CONTROLS; NO
                                            ADVANTAGES OVER AIR
                                            STRIPPING AND LESS
                                            COST-EFFECTIVE

   INCINERATION

   MULTIPLE         YES     YES     YES     ENERGY-INTENSIVE;      YES
     HEARTH/ROTARY                          PILOTING REQUIRED;
     KILN                                   CAPTURE OF VOLATILIZED
                                            METALS DIFFICULT;
                                            TREATED SOILS
                                            WILL REQUIRE PLACEMENT
                                            OR DISPOSAL

   CHEMICAL TREATMENT

   SOIL WASHING     YES     YES     YES     MAY NOT WORK ON        NO
                                            COMPLEX WASTES
                                            OR ORGANICS;
                                            GENERATES LARGE
                                            VOLUMES OF LIQUID
                                            WASTES; REQUIRES
                                            PILOTING; NOT YET
                                            DEMONSTRATED AS A
                                            FULL-SCALE OPERATION

   IV. ON-SITE DISPOSAL

   RCRA FACILITY    NO      YES     YES     SITE CONDITIONS        NO
                                            ARE UNSUITABLE

   V. OFF-SITE DISPOSAL

   RCRA FACILITY    YES     YES     YES     LACK OF RCRA-APPROVED  YES
                                            FACILITIES IN
                                            NEW JERSEY.



TABLE 5

COMPARISON OF PRESENT WORTH FOR REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

                  ALTERNATIVE      CAPITAL     ANNUAL       PRESENT
   ALTERNATIVE    DESCRIPTION      COST ($)    O&M ($)      WORTH ($)

     1A           NO ACTION            0          0             0

     1B           LIMITED           192,000    90,000       1,040,000
                  ACTION

     2            SLURRY WALL       632,000    68,000       1,273,000
                  WITH SUBSURFACE
                  DRAINS AND
                  SURFACE CAP

     3            AIR STRIPPING   2,384,000    55,000       2,902,000
                  OF AREA 1 AND
                  VITRIFICATION
                  OF AREA 2

     4            AIR STRIPPING   7,006,000    55,000       7,524,000
                  OF AREA 1 AND
                  INCINERATION
                  OF AREA 2

     5            AIR STRIPPING   2,216,000    55,000       2,734,000
                  OF AREA 1 AND
                  OFF-SITE
                  DISPOSAL OF
                  AREA 2

     5A           AIR STRIPPING   2,602,000    55,000       3,121,000
                  OF AREAS 1 & 2
                  AND OFF-SITE
                  DISPOSAL OF
                  AREA 2

     6            AIR STRIPPING   5,462,000    55,000       5,980,000
                  OF AREAS 1 & 2
                  AND OFF-SITE
                  DISPOSAL OF
                  AREAS 1 & 2

PRESENT-WORTH ESTIMATES ARE CALCULATED USING A FACTOR OF 9.427, BASED ON AN INTEREST RATE OF 10% AND A
PROJECT DURATION OF 30 YEARS (INCLUDING OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES).



TABLE 7

COST SUMMARY FOR REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE 5A:

IN-SITU AIR STRIPPING OF AREAS 1 AND 2
AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL OF AREA 2

   1. SITE SECURITY                               $ 176,000

   2. CONSTRUCTION OF TEMPORARY FACILITIES        $  84,200

   3. IN-SITU AIR STRIPPING                       $ 739,080

   4. EXCAVATION, TRANSPORTATION, AND DISPOSAL    $ 825,000

   5. BACKFILL AND SITE RESTORATION               $  70,125

   6. INITIAL ROUND OF SAMPLING AND               $  33,090
        LABORATORY ANALYSIS

                                      SUBTOTAL:  $1,927,495

           ENGINEERING AND CONTINGENCIES (35%):  $  674,623

                            TOTAL CAPITAL COST:  $2,602,118

                             O&M PRESENT WORTH:  $  518,485

                           TOTAL PRESENT WORTH:  $3,120,603.


